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Current Topics. 
The Lord Chief Justice. 


It WAS announced last week that there is reason to believe 
that the Lord Chief Justice hopes shortly to resume his duties. 
It will be a matter of great satisfaction if-this hope is fulfilled, 
but the report as to his actual condition does not seem to 
indicate any substantial change. 

The Easter Cause Lists. 

THE APPEAL cause list for the present sittings contains 230 
cases, as against 213 at the commencement of last sittings and 175 
a year ago. Of the present list, fourteen cases are interlocutory, 
and out of the remainder forty-seven are from the Chancery 
| Division, four from the Lancaster Palatine Court, 133 from the 
King’s Bench Division, and twenty-three are Workmen’s Compen- 
sation Appeals. The Chancery Division list contains 265 cases 
and also forty-eight winding-up matters. At the commencement 
of last sittings the corresponding numbers were 380 and fifty-nine, 
and a year ago 314 and thirty-six. The King’s Bench divisional 
list contains 270 matters, as aginst 263 last sittings ; they include 
128 in the revenue paper, ntany of which, we believe, are arrears 
of long standing. The actions in that division set down up to the 
19th of March were 564, including 230 special jury, 189 common 
jury, and 114 non-jury ations. This shews a diminution as 
compared with the commencement of last sittings, when the actions 
waiting for trial were 647. Apparently the King’s Bench Division 
made some progress with its work last term, but the arrears are still 
unusually heavy, and it is imperative that the judicial strength of 
the division should be equal to bringing them down. It is not 
| essential to the administration of justice, and it is not creditable, 
| that there shoul be continual arrears. 





THe ComMITTEE of Inquiry, appointed by the Honse of 
Commons to report on the question as to whether or not Sir 
| STUART SAMUEL has vacated his seat in the House of Co nmons, 
| has just adopted two resolutions, the effect of which is that the 
committee still proposes to retain its seisin of the point at issue, 
| notwithstanding the reference of the legal question to the 
Judicial Committee of the P rivy Council by His Majesty acting 
|on the suggestion of the committee itself. At first sight this 
| determination of the committee seems strange; but really it is 
inevitable. The House of Commons has the sole right of 
deziding all questions which affect its own internal constitution ; 
this privilege has always been claimed by the House. The 
privilege of either House of Parliameat, Professor Dicky has 
pointed out in his Law of the Constitutioa, is analogous to the 
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prerogative of the Crown; just as the Crown—one of the three 
entities which together make up the Sovereign Legislature—has 
certain peculiar rights closely pertaining to its dignity, so has each 
House of Parliament. There are two kinds of this privilege recog- 
nized by the authorities: first, those privileges of the House of 
Commons which are demanded by the Speaker and granted by 
the Crown at the commencement of each Parliament (Anson, 
Part I. cap 5, s. 4(2)). This practice dates from the reign of 
Henry VIII. (Stubbs, III., p. 455). The privileges so demanded 
are styled in the request addressed to the Crown as “ancient 
and undoubted ”; they are then enumerated as being “ particu- 
larly that their persons and servants may be free from arrests 
and molestations; that they may enjoy liberty of speech in all 
their debates ; may have access to His Majesty’s Royal Person 
whenever occasion shall require ; and that all their proceedings 
shall receive from His Majesty a favourable construction.” The 
Lord Chancellor, acting as spokesman of the Crown, replies that 
they are “most readily granted and confirmed.” Of course, 
although freedom from arrest is still one of these formal privileges, 
the actual extent of the right so claimed has dwindled from com- 
plete immunity, except in the case of an indictable offence, 
enjoyed by every member, down to the mere privilege from 
arrest while attending the House, and while ewndo, morando, et 
exinde redeundo there, which has been the rule since 10 George 
IIL, cap. 50. 


Inherent Jurisdiction of the Commons. 

BUT THERE is a second class of privileges possessed by the 
House of Commons, which are not formally demanded by the 
Speaker, yet which are even more important in practice (Anson, 
Part I., cap. 5, s. 4 (3)). These arise out of the inherent juris- 
diction of the House to determine matters affecting its own 
dignity, and are of three kinds. The most important is 
the right to provide for its own proper constitution ; hence only 
the House can decide whether or not a seat therein is vacant. 
Vacancy may arise in a number of ways, as regards each of which 
there is a special statutory provision providing for the issue of 
a Speaker’s warrant when the House is not in session ; but when 
the House is sitting that warrant cannot issue except by order of 
the House. The po:sible ways in which a vacancy may occur, 
and the statutes dealing with them, are death or accession to a 
peerage (24 Geo. III. cap. 26), acceptance of office (21 & 22 Vict. 
cap. 110), bankraptey (46 & 47 Vict. cap. 52), and disqualifica- 
tion by interest in contracts (under several statutes). In 
these cases the House has always claimed to be the final arbiter as to 
whether or not any person is a member of the House, and no deci- 
sion of the law courts—arising out of a penal action or upon a 
reference of the Crown—can affect this privilege. It is for this 
very reason that the House of Lords will not entertain appeals 
in a@ registration case, and that until 1868 no law court could 
pronounce upon the result of a controverted election. In 
exercising its legal privilege, of course, the House does not act 
arbitrarily —it seeks, and abides by, legal advice. Such advice is 
usually either that of the law officers or that of the Speaker’s legal 
adviser ; the recent reference to the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council is in such a case a novel departure. But when 
the opinion of the law officer or of the Speaker's legal adviser has 
been obtained, it has to be accepted and acted upon by the 
House—and, by analogy, the same principle obviously applies 
to the decision of the Judicial Committee. Since the Honse has 
appointed a Committee of Inquiry to report upon the matter, 
it would seem that three separate decisions of a judicial nature 
must follow in orderly sequence before the seat is finally 
declared either vacant or not vacant. There is the advisory 
judgment of the Judicial Committee, then the report thereon 
of the House of Commons Committee, and finally the resolution 
of the whole House. But the latter two of these steps will 
doubtless be purely formal in their character. 


The Capture of Private Property at Sea. 

THE DEBATE in the House of Commons on Tuesday on the 
question of the capture of private property at sea in time 
of war does not seem to have advanced the probability of its 
solution. The record of the British Government in the matter 


was reviewed by Lord AVEBURY in an important and interesting 





article in the Nineteenth Century for last December, and a reply 


by Sir Ernest SATow appeared in the February number. If 
the question could be treated by itself its discussion would be a 
good deal simpler, but it is mixed up with the questions of con- 
traband and blockade. At the Hague Conference of 1907 the 
United States proposed that private property should be exempt 
from capture, but it introduced two important exceptions : 
the exception of contraband, and the exception of vessels 
attempting to enter a blockaded port. In point of numbers, 
this proposition obtained a _ considerable majority, but 
France and Russia were with Great Britain in the minority. 
How far Germany really supported the proposal is a matter 
upon which Lord AvesuRY and Sir Ernest SaTow are not 
agreed, but its attitude apparently was sympathetic. It is also 
in dispute between these writers whether the American proposal 
would have led up to the abolition of contraband. Lord AVEBURY 
says that it would; Sir Ernest Satow— it seems with justice— 
treats the propositions as quite distinct. The United States 
proposed to abolish capture for enemy private ships, except as 
regards contraband ; Great Britain’s proposal, in effect, was to 
abolish contraband only for neutral ships, leaving it, in common 
with other enemy goods, to be captured in enemy sbips. ‘Our 
vote,” against the American proposal, says Sir ErNest Satow, 
“was directed against enemy property, no matter of what category, 
carried in enemy ships, and was given in favour of preserving 
the existing rights of belligerents against each other; while our 
proposal to abolish contraband was an endeavour to lighten the 
burdens which war casts upon neutrals.” | 


Great Britain’s Policy. 

WHETHER OR not the United States and Great Britain follow in 
this matter consistent separate policies, there is no doubt that their 
policies are inconsistent with each other, and while the two 
countries are thus at cross purposes it seems hopeless to expect any 
real progress. Attempts have been made to justify the British 
attitude, first on the ground that, so long as contraband and 
blockade remain, the abolition of the right of capture would be 
of little worth, since the exception would cut away most of the 
rule; and secondly, because the abandonment of the striking 
force involved in private capture must go along with a general 
measure of disarmament. These points were in effect brought 
out in the recent debate by Mr. ACLAND on behalf of the 
Government. The answer to the first, as Sir ERNesT SATOW 
observes in the article we have referred to, is that agreement to 
the American proposal should be accompanied by the abolition of 
contraband and the abolition of blockade. The answer to the 
second is twofold : first that, treating the matter merely as one of 
national self-interest, Great Britain has more to lose than any 
other country by the exercise of the right of capture; and 
secondly, that interference with private property, whether useful 
as a striking force or not, is no legitimate part of the operations 
of war—assuming, that is, that any such operations can be called 
legitimate. And this, of course, is the fundamental consideration, 
and the one on which in practice the matter is likely to be 
decided. If contraband and blockade can be abolished so much the 
better. The futility of war will be the sooner demonstrated. 
But their abolition does not appeal so readily to the common 
sense of nations as the abolition of the right to capture ordinary 
private property. The official view is that the fear of the 
possibility of the wholesale loss of private property is the best 
preservative of peace ; but the same justification can be pleaded 
for a return to all the barbarities of war from which nations calling 
themselves civilized are slowly emerging. The real reason for 
the non possumus attitude of the Government no doubt is that 
the responsibility cast upon them makes them unduly timorous, 
and induces them to find reasons, however unsound, for not 
moving. But if this country adopted the policy of co-operating 
warmly with the United States in the abolition of the capture of 
private property, whether with or without exceptions, a most 
beneficial advance would be made, and it would be likely to 
carry other ameliorations in its train. The general feeling of 
the commercial classes appears to be strongly in favour of 
the reform for which Lord AvesurRY and enlightened opinion 
—-. and a bolder course on the part of the Government would 

e welcomed. 
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Damages for Breach of Warranty. 


It Is not infrequently the case in all systems of jurisprudence 
that general principles of great simplicity and clearness are the 
most difficult to apply in practice where the circumstances 
happen to contain a novel or unusual element. A good example 
of the difficulty is to be found in Cointat v. Thomas Myham & Son 
(Times, March 20th), in which Mr. Justice CoLERIDGE had to 
discover how he was to enter judgment upon the verdict of a 
jury which had awarded damages of several distinct kinds to the 
victim of a breach of contract. The plaintiff was a retail dealer 
who had purchased the carcase of a pig from the defendant 
firm; such a contract of sale of course imports an implied 
warranty that the article sold is “‘ merchantable,” i.¢., in this case 
reasonably fit for human food—the purpose for which, as the 
sellers knew, it was in fact wanted (Sale of Goods Act, 1893, 
s. 14). The plaintiff exposed the carcase for sale in the belief 
that he could rely on this warranty, and in ignorance of the 
fact that the meat was tuberculous so as to be unfit for human 
food ; it was seized by a sanitary inspector and condemned by 
order of a magistrate ; while the retailer was convicted and fined 
£20 under section 47 (2) of the Public Health (London) Act, 
1891. In due course he sued the defendants for breach of 
the implied warranty just referred to, and claimed three 
classes of damages: the amount of the fine imposed on him, 
the costs of defending the criminal proceedings, and loss 
of custom in his business. Under the first two heads 
the jury gave him £36, and under the last head £200. It then 
fell to Lord CoLERIDGE to consider how far each class of damages 
could, in fact, be legally recovered. Now here, at the outset, one 
is faced with a beautifully clear, simple, and logical legal princi- 
ple ; in all actions (except certain special cases where exemplary 
damages are recoverable, ¢.g., defamation and seduction) the 
measure of damages is the loss which the plaintiff has actually 
sustained. Sut this general principle is obviously too vague for 
practical purposes, and consequently, in the leading case of 
Hadley v. Baxendale (1854, 9 Ex. Rep. 341), it was crystallized 
into three rules. These rules are still good law, although some- 
what altered in statement by recent decisions, and may be 
summarized as follows :—First, the plaintiff is entitled to recover 
any damage which is “the natural and probable consequence ” 
of the defendant’s wrongful act (whether tortious or in breach of 
contract), quite irrespective of whether or no the defendant con- 
templated such a consequence. Secondly, he can recover any 
damage which the defendant did, in fact, contemplate at the time 
that he committed the tortious act or the breach complained of. 
Thirdly, he can recover any damage which is the probable result 
of the defendant’s act, and which has, in fact, occurred, when such 
damage arises out of special circumstances disclosed by the 
plaintiff to the defendant before the latter’s tort or breach, and 
expressly or impliedly assented to beforehand by the defendant 
as affecting his liability: Horne v. Midland Railway Co. (1873, 
8 C. P. 131, 137); Hammond v. Bussey -(1887, 20 Q. B. D. 79); 
Mowbray v. Merryweather (1895, 2 Q. B. 640). These three rules 
are now unquestionably the basis upon which damages are recover- 
able, both in tort and in contract ; but when they have been stated, 
the trouble about their application in practice is not finished ; it 
has only commenced. 


Loss of Profits. 


WHAT EXACTLY are the natural and probable consequences of a 
person’s acts? The auswer to this question is so speculative that 
for a long time common law judges accustomed to deal with 
commercial cases would not accept our first rule as the true one, 
where a breach of contract, as distinguished from a tort, con- 
stitutes the wrong complained of. In Robinson v. Harman 
(1848, 1 Ex. Rep. 855), Baron PARKE endeavoured to supply a 
more practical rule ; the plaintiff, he says, “is, so far as money 
can do it, to be placed in the same situation as if the contract 
had been performed.” This seems primd facie good common 
sense ; but it was soon found that it placed on the shoulders of 
the defendant an unreasonable burden—it made him responsible 
for heavy losses suffered by the defendant which he could not 
reasonably have foreseen. This came out clearly in Hadley v. 
Baxendale (supra), There the plaintiffs owned a mill, the shaft 





of which was broken. An engineer contracted ‘to make a new 
shaft, and the defendants, a firm of carriers, were employed to 
take the shaft to the engineer. They were guilty of unreason- 
able delay in so doing ; meanwhile the mill was stopped, and the 
plaintiffs suffered a severe loss of profits. It was held that 
these were too remote to be recoverable unless the defendants 
had expressly or impliedly agreed to be responsible for 
them in case of breach. Since the date of Hadley v. 
Baxendale (supra), it has generally been accepted that, unless 
there is a special undertaking of liability for loss of profits from 
contracts disclosed to the defendant, the latter is not liable for 
such loss either in tort or in contract. This principle was 
upheld, nine years ago, in the very curious case of Bostock & Co, 
(Limited) v. Nicholson & Sons (Limited) (1904, 1 K. B. 725). 
There the defendant contracted to sell “ sulphuric acid free from 
arsenic ” for the purpose of making beer ; arsenic was accidentally 
present in the acid supplied. It was held that the plaintiff could 
recover only the price of the acid paid for, and the value of other 
materials mixed with the acid ; but not the damage done to their 
business goodwill, nor the damages which they had been com- 
pelled to pay to a third party to whom they had resold the beer. 
These were not the “ natural and probable consequences ” of the 
defendant’s breach of warranty, and hence were held by the 
Court of Appeal to be too remote. This well-known case 
certainly seems on all-fours with that before Lord COLERIDGE ; 
the immediate damages in the former correspond to the fine in the 
latter, and the loss of trade goodwill is common to both. A 
similar rule was laid down by the Irish courts in Fitzgerald v. 
Leonard (32 L. R., Ir. 675). In face of these decisions it required 
some courage on the part of Mr. Justice COLERIDGE to decide— 
as he did after reviewing all the cases—that both fine and loss of 
custom were recoverable. 


Land Tax and Tube Railways. 

THE GENERAL presumption that the owner of land abutting 
on a highway is also the owner of the soil ad medium filum vie 
receives strong confirmation from the decision of the House of 
Lords (reported elsewhere), affirming the Courtof Appeal (1911, 2 
Ch. 467), in Commissioners for Land Tax for the City of London v. 
Central London Railway Co. The question at issue was whether the 
underground site of the railway was exempt from land tax by 
reason of the redemption of the tax on the surface. When the 
case was originally before SwINFEN Eapy, J. (1911, 1 Ch. 467), 
the question was raised both as to parts of the railway under 
ordinary surface lands and parts under a street. As regards the 
ordinary surface lands, Evg, J., held that the redemption of the 
tax on the surface extended to the underlying ground, and that 
the railway was consequently exempt. The test in such a case 
is whether the severance of the underlying ground from the 
surface took place before the redemption or not. If before, then 
the underlying ground would become a separate hereditament 
liable to assessment, and the redemption of the surface tax 
would not affect it: see Newton, Chambers & Co. v. Hall (1907, 2 
K. B., p. 459). But otherwise the redemption of the tax in 
respect of the surface would extend downwards: Westminster 
Corporation v. Johnson (1904, 2K. B. 737). In the present case 
the redemption was prior to the severance, and against 
SwinreN Eapy, J.’s, judgment on this point. there was no 
appeal. But where the railway runs under a highway, and 
the land tax has been redeemed in respect of the lands 
abutting on the highway, the same result would not follow, unless 
the area of redemption followed the ad medium filum rule. 
SwInFEN Eapy, J., held that it did not ; but on this point he was 
reversed by the Court of Appeal, where the Master of the Rolls 
remarked on the universality of the presumption, applying, as it 
did, equally where title is made by conveyance, lease or will ; 
and it is the same although there is no construction of a document 
in question (Doe v. Pearsey,7 B. & C, 304). Moreover, it applies 
to streets in towns as well as to highways in the country: Re 
White's Charities (1898, 1 Ch. 659). The House of Lords have 
taken the same view as the Court of Appeal, and since, at the 
time of the redemption of the land tax, the highway and all 
beneath it belonged to the adjoining owners, the redemption 
extended to the land beneath the highway when subsequently 
used for the railway. 
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The Burdens of a Double Nationality. 


In A recent case before the Court of Cassation in France the 
question arose whether a particular individual was to be regarded 
as a French subject in France and a German subject in Germany. 
He was born after the Franco-German War of 1870 at 
Mulhausen, and was the son of a Frenchman who was himself 
born in the neighbourhood of Belfort. ‘The father had, some 
years before the war, settled in Alsace, and was living there at 
the time of the annexation of that province to Germany. His 
son was therefore, according to the provisions of the Civil Code, 
a French subject, having been born to a French father in a foreign 
state. This son, when be arrived at man’s estate, was required 
to serve and served a term of military service in the Prussian 
forces. He shortly afterwards proceeded to France, and was 
there, as a French subject, called upon to take part in military 
service and was enrolled in the 20th Regiment of Chasseurs. But it 
was argued before the court that, after military service in Germany, 
he could not be considered as a French subject, for a Frenchman 
who, without the authority of the Republic, joins a foreign army 
has thereby renounced his nationality and lost his rights as a 
French citizen. The Court of Cassation held that the military 
service in Germany could not be regarded as a free and 
deliberate expression of intention on the part of the conscript 
to renounce his allegiance to France and to become subject to 
Germany. ‘There can be no doubt that this judgment of the 
court will be accepted by the Government and be observed as 
law throughout French territory, but the Alsatian will none the 
less be liable to be treated as a German subject if he returns to 
Alsace, 








The Need for an Imperial Company 
Law. 


A Goop deal is heard from time to time, from commercial men 
and others, as to the necessity for uniformity in the Companies 
Acts that have been enacted since 1862 by the sixty or seventy 
Legislatures throughout the British Empire. In connection with 
the periodical meetings of the Imperial Conference, the Board of 
Trade have published more than one summary and analysis, 
shewing in a convenient manner the likenesses and differences 
between the various Companies Acts in force in the British 
dominions. Something more, however, than mere uniformity in 
company law throughout the empire seems to be needed. Actual 
uniformity could be secured by identical legislation in every 
separate legislative area. What is really wanted is something 
rather in the nature of unification, by which there would, broadly 
speaking, be one company law for the empire generally, but not 
so as to exclude the continued existence or future creation of 
some differences in detail based on differences in local conditions. 

It is proposed to illustrate the necessity for some sort of 
unification by referring to a difficulty which has been thrown in 
the way of the reconstruction of certain companies owing to a 
decision of Mr. Justice Eve in Thomas v. United Butter Companies 
of France (1909, 2 Ch. 484). It was there held that, owing to 
the definition of the word “company” in section 285 of the 
Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, a sale of a company’s 
assets by the liquidator could not be made to a new company 
for shares in the new company, where that company was 
registered in France. Section 285 defines “company ” as mean- 
ing “‘a company formed and registered under this Act or an 
existing company.” Reading this definition into section 192, it 
was held that the foreign domicil of the new company effectually 
prevented the ordinary reconstruction scheme, involving a sale 
for shares in a new company, from being carried out. This was 
not so under the repealed Acts of 1862-1908, but the decision of 
Mr. Justice Eve has not so far been challenged in any reported 
case and must be taken, until reversed, to have laid down the law 
correctly. 

Thomas v. United Butter Companies of France (supra) will have a 
much wider application than merely to companies which, registered 
in the United Kingdom, seek to reconstruct into companies 
governed by the law of some foreign country like France. It 





will apply to every case of ordinary reconstruction, where the 
new company whose shares are taken in payment of the old 
company’s assets is not governed by the English Act of 1908. 
A very large number of companies registered under that Act 
have their undertaking and property in some part of the British 
dominions out of the United Kingdom. Frequently, such 


|a company finds it advantageous or even necessary to transfer 


its domicil entirely to the oversea jurisdiction in which its 
principal interests lie. Any attempt to carry out an ordinary 
reconstruction scheme under section 192 will now become 
impossible, where part of the scheme is that the new company 
shall be registered under the company law of some oversea 
dominion. 

Moreover, the decision under consideration will equally apply 
to every case of a company in any part of the British dominions 
wishing to change its domicil, on reconstruction, where the pre- 
sent Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, has been adopted 
without modifying sections 285 and 192. Most of the oversea 
dominions are following the example of the United Kingdom in 
consolidating their Companies Acts. Hence, the decision is 
quite as important with regard to the wide extent of its applica- 
tion as for the actual inconvenience it introduces in carrying out 
reconstructions under the English Act of 1908. 

The remedy for the inconvenience thus disclosed, and other 
inconveniences arising from the present state of company law 
throughout the empire, appears to be the enactment by the 
Imperial Parliament of a single code of company law which 
shall apply throughout the empire. Under such an Act of 
Parliament, every company, which now depends for its corpor- 
ate existence upon the provisions of a Companies Act of restricted 
territorial application, would be governed, in all essentials and so 
far as its juridical status was concerned, by the same statute as 
every other similar company throughout the empire. A company 
domiciled in one part of the empire would then not be a 
“foreign” company in any other part. This is not the place to 
give the details of such a scheme as is here suggested. But the 
example set by the United Kingdom and the oversea dominions 
with respect to the Copyright Act, 1911, could very well be 
followed in legislating in the direction of a uniform and unified 
company law. The Copyright Act leaves ample scope for local 
legislation, whilst enabling every author and publisher through 
out the empire to acquire statutory rights under the same 
Imperial Act of Parliament. Commervial men and others 
interested in companies are a larger body than authors, and 
would certainly appreciate an Imperial Companies Act as much 
as authors and publishers appreciate the new Imperial Copyright 
Act. 





Payment of Interest and Appropria- 
tion of Purchase Money. 


Tue delays which frequently attend the completion of contracts 
for the sale of land have made the question of interest on the 
purchase-money one of no little importance, and the purchaser 
who has his money ready is frequently tempted to set it aside 
and claim that he has thereby absolved himself from any liability 
to pay interest. But whether he can successfully do so or not 
is a question which requires careful consideration in each particular 
case. 

The first point is to ascertain whether interest has become pay- 
able by the purchaser, and if so, from what date. If the contract 
neither fixes the date for completion nor stipulates for payment 
of interest—if, that is, it is in this respect an open contract—then 
the purchaser’s liability depends on the rule of law applicable to 
such a case. By the making of the contract the vendor assumes 
the obligation to make out and prove a marketable title, subject 
to any special restrictions which he may insert for his own benefit : 
Souter v. Drake (5 B. & Ad., p. 1002); Doe v. Stanion (1 M. & W., 
p. 701). When he has done this, but not before, the purchaser 
is justified in completing and entering into possession : see Carrodus 
v. Sharp (20 Beav., p. 58). But whether he then actually completes 
or not, this fixes the time when he becomes entitled to the rents 
and profits on the one hand, and becomes liable to pay interest 


























April 5, 1913. 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. [Vol. 57.] 403 








on the other. ‘“ Where the vendor has shewn his title, the pur- 
chaser pays interest from the time at which he might prudently 
have taken possession, supposing it to have been offered to him ; 
that is the time when a good title was shewn”: Re Piggott and 
Great Western Railway Co.(18 Ch. D. per Jessen, M.R., at 
p. 151). 


If, however, the contract, though not providing for interest, 
fixes a day for completion, this is primd facie the date when the 
beneficial interest in the property, which in a sense has passed 
on the execution of the contract (Shaw v. Foster, L. R. 5 H. L., 
p- 333), finally changes ; when, that is, the vendor ceases to 
take the rents and profits for his own benefit, and receives, 
instead, interest on the purchase-money ; and accordingly in this 
case, interest runs primd facie from the date fixed for completion : 
Esdaile v. Stephenson (1 Sim, & St., p. 123), The purchaser’s 
liability, however, is not enforced so strictly as where he has 
expressly agreed to pay interest, and this relaxation is shewn in 
two ways. The vendor is not allowed to profit by his own 
default, and accordingly, if the delay in completion is due to his 
own conduct, and if the interest exceeds the rents, he is not 
allowed to assert his claim to interest: Esdaile v. Stephenson 
(supra). This, however, does not, it seems, extend to the case 
where the delay is not due to the default of the vendor, but to 
the state of the title, or to any other matter for which neither 
vendor nor purchaser is to blame ; and to meet such a case, the 
purchaser is allowed to stop interest by appropriating the 
purchase-money : egent’s Canal Co. v. Ware (23 Beay. 587). 
Notice of the appropriation must be given to the vendor (Powell 
v. Martyr, 8 Ves. 146), and the purchaser must, in fact, have the 
money available. In this case, the purchaser's right to receive 
the rents and profits as from the fixed date is not affected ; and 
the title to the purchase-money does not pass to the vendor, so 
as to put the money at his risk. But if any interest is, in fact, 
made by it during the period of appropriation, this belongs to 
the vendor ; and, apparently, the purchaser ought to invest the 
money in some way, by putting it on deposit or otherwise, so as 
to enable it to earn interest for the vendor: Riley to Streatfield 
(34 Ch. D. 386, 389). , 


The position, therefore, when there is no stipulation for the 
payment of interest, is sufficiently clear, and the purchaser can 
rotect himself against undue delay on the part of the vendor. 
he liability to pay interest is a liability imposed by 
law, and the law can impose it on its own terms. Hence, 
when the vendor is to blame, the law saves the purchaser from 
liability to pay interest without any active steps on his part ; 
where the vendor is not to blame, nor is the purchaser in 
default, but the delay arises from circumstances for which 
neither can be held responsible, the law does not itself save 
the purchaser, but it allows him to save himself by making 
the appropriation just described. Formal contracts, however, 
at the present day usually make provision, not only for the 
date of completion, but also, in case of delay, for payment of 
interest at a specified rate from that day, and this is either in terms 
an absolute obligation on the purchaser to pay interest in the 
event of delay from any cause whatever, or a qualified obligation 
to pay interest in case of delay from any cause whatever other 
than the wilful default of the vendor. It was decided in De 
Visme v. De Visme (1 Mac. & G. 336) that such a clause was not 
binding on the purchaser when the delay was due to some breach 
by the vendor of his own obligation under the contract; but 
this merciful view has been overruled, and the purchaser is now 
kept to the letter of his bargain (Vickers v. Hand, 26 Beav. 630), 
save that, even though the absolute form of the stipulation is 
used, he can still escape if there is ‘serious misconduct on the 
part of the purchaser ” (/Vil/iams v. Glenton, L. R. 1 Ch., p. 206). 
But “ serious misconduct ” and “ wilful default ” are terms which 
it is difficult to distinguish, and the practical result appears to be 
the same whichever form of the condition is used. Moreover, 
the omission of the word “ wilful” appears to have no effect ; if 
the purchaser is to pay interest in case of delay from any cause 
whatever other than the default of the vendor, the default contem- 
oo is the same as the “ wilful default” in the usual form : 
Woods & Lewis’ Contract (1898, 1 Ch. p. 436). As to what 


into that we cannot now enter: see Re Young & Harston’s Con 
tract (31 Ch. D. 168) ; Re Hetling & Merton’s Contract (1893, Ch 
p. 269). But even though there is wilful default on the part of 
the vendor, this will not exempt the purchaser from liability to 
pay interest unless the default is the actual cause of the delay, 
and only so long as it is such cause : Bennett v. Stone (1903, 1 Ch. 
509). 

Since the purchaser has thus assumed an express obligation 
to pay interest in a certain event, it follows that, if the event 
happens, he is bound by that obligation ; and he cannot escape 
it by taking some course which is not provided for by the 
contract. Consequently, where the contract is silent as to 
appropriation, and there is delay not due to the wilful default 
of the vendor, the purchaser's liability to pay interest attaches, 
and he cannot escape it by appropriating the purchase-money 
and giving notice of the appropriation to the vendor. This was 
first definitely perceived by NortH, J., in Re Riley to Streatfield 
(supra), but his decision in that case was clearly correct. There 
had been a tendency to take a view more favourable to the 
purchaser in Re Monckton d: Gilzean (27 Ch. D. 555) and Re 
Golds & Norton’s Contract (33 W. R. 333), particularly the 
latter ; but Norrtu, J., was able to distinguish these cases on their 
special circumstances; and his decision has been accepted as 
settling the law. The result is that, where the ordinary condition 
as to payment of‘interest is used, the purchaser has no right 
of appropriation, though frequently an express right of this 
nature is reserved to him by the contract (see te Bayley- 
Worthington & Cohen, 1909, 1 Ch. 648), and the common form 
conditions of the Birmingham Law Society contain a similar 
provision (see Williams, Vendor and Purchaser, 2nd. ed. p. 75). 





Reviews. 
Company Law. 


HINTS ON THE PREPARATION AND REGISTRATION OF 
Joint Stock Compantes’ Forms. WITH PRECEDENTS, TABLES 
or Frees anp Stamp Duties. By Cuartes H. PIcKEN. 
SEVENTH Epition. Waterlow & Sons (Limited). 3s. 6d. net. 


This book contains the forms required in connection with the 
formation and management of companies, and explains the use of 
each. In practice the chief part of any transaction consists in the 
selection of the proper forms and their accurate preparation, and 
Mr. Picken can be relied on as a competent guide. In particular, at 
p. 77 there will be found the forms by which a receiver must notify 
to the Registrar of Joint Stock Companies his appointment and his 
ceasing to act. Failure to give the first notice involves a fine not 
exceeding £5 a day (Companies Act, 1908, s. 94). 


Books of the Week. 
Conveyancing.—Gibson and McLean’s Student’s Convey- 
ancing. Tenth Edition. By ALsert Gipson. Law Notes Publish- 
ing Office. 25s. 


PRACTICAL 





Damages.—The Law of Damages-and Compensation. By F. 
O. Arnotp, M.A. B.C. (Cantab.), Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth 
& Co. 10s. 6d. net. 

Commercial Law,—Handbook of Commercial Law. By 
FrepEricK Grorce Neave, LL.D. (Lond.), Solicitor. Second 
Edition. Effingham Wilson. 3s. 6d. net. 

Insurance.—Insurance Law in Australasia. By JAMES 


Epwarp Hoce, M.A. (Oxen.), Barrister-at-Law. Sydney : The 
a Book Co. of Australasia (Limited) ; Melbourne : Charles F, 
Maxwell. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords. 


LAND TAX COMMISSIONERS v. CENTRAL LONDON RAILWAY. 
7th and 14th Feb. ; 2nd April. 

Lanp TAx—RepeMpTION—LAND ABUTTING ON H1icHWAY—EXONERATION 

AD MEDIUM FILUM—SUBSEQUENT CONSTRUCTION OF UNDERGROUND RaIL- 

WAY—PART UNDER H1GHWAY—EXEMPTION FROM ASSESSMENT. 

There is a presumption that the redemption of land tax exonerates an 

adjoining highway ad medium filum. 

So held, affirming decision of Court of Appeal (reported 55 Sorict- 

tors’ JournNAL 714; 1911, 2 Ch. 467, 9 L. G. R. 1166). 











constitutes wilful default there has been much judicial discussion ; 
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Appeal by the Commiesioners for Land Tax for the City of London 
againet a decision of the majority of the Court of Appeal (Cozens- 
Hardy, M.R., and Kennedy, L.J., Farwell, L.J., dissentiente), which 
reversed an order of Swinfen Eady, J. The question to be determined 
was whether, when the land tax payable in respect of premises adjoining 
and abutting on a public street or highway in the City of London has 
been redeemed, the land tax has, by reason of a legal presumption to 
that effect, also been redeemed in respect of the land forming the high- 
way up to the centre thereof, and this notwithstanding that the certifi- 
cate of the contract for redemption and the plan annexed thereto 
deecribe and show only the premises as being included in the contract 
of redemption, and no part of the public street. The respondents were 
a company incorporated by the Central London Railway Act, 1891. 
By that and a subsequent Act of 1892 they were empowered to con- 
struct railway and other works partly within and partly beyond the area 
of the City of London. The question in this case had reference to land 
in and under which they had constructed a double tunnel or tube. 
This land was substantially under the line of certain well-known public 
streets in Holborn, and thence eastward by way of Holborn-viaduct 
and Cheapeide to the Bank. Fz adverso of these streets there were, of 
course, very many separate tenements or parcels of land. In past years 
the land tax on a large number of these had been redeemed. The trans- 
actions of redemption were not challenged. But the Commissioners 
maintained the broad proposition that the redemption had no effect 
beyond the frontage of the tenements. These parcels were described, 
and were, in fact, bounded, by the streets. The streets themselves 
being accordingly beyond the stated boundaries of the properties, no 
land tax was ever levied thereon, no land tax was ever redeemed, and 
accordingly land tax on the property occupied by the railway company 
could be levied now. On the other hand, the respondents maintained 
that the ownership of the frontages on either side of the street extended 
ad medium filum vie, just as, had the division or boundary between 
two subjects been a stream, the ownership of the riparian proprietors 
would have extended ad medium filum fluminis. And they accordingly 
contended that to hold that the echeme of the street. was impliedly ex- 
cluded from the incidence of the land tax on the frontagers’ proper- 
ties, or from the ecope of the transactions under which this tax was 
redeemed, was not warranted by law. If that contention be correct, 
the railway company, which had acquired rights under the surface of 
the streets, were the succeseors of the ex adverso owners, and in all 
cases where redemption by euch owners of the land tax on their proper- 
ties as a whole had taken place the company was entitled to the benefit 
of such exemption and to stand free of the tax. Mr. Justice Swinfen 
Eady held that in the absence of evidence proving actual redemption 
in fact of the tax on the half of the public streets, or ehewing that 
when the land tax on euch adjoining lands was redeemed such redemp- 
tion extended to the middle of the highway, the redemption of the tax 
on the half of the public street could not be presumed eo as to confer 
future exemption. He further held that where the railway had been 
constructed beneath land which had been admittedly included in a 
contract and certificate of redemption, the construction of such part of 
the railway did not give rise to a new claim to land tax. The Court 
of Appeal held that the doctrine that the owner, in dealing with land 
abutting on a highway, was also dealing with the soil of the highway 
usque ad medium filum in the absence of evidence to rebut it, was of 
general application, and applied to the assessment and the certificate 
of the redemption of land tax. Accordingly, by a majority, the judg- 
ment of the court below wae reversed. The Commissioners appealed. 

Tre Hovse took time for consideration. 

Their Lordships (Lords Hatspury, Atkinson, SHAW, and Movtrton) 
held that the decision of the Court of Appeal was right, and that, in 
so far as the eubsoil of the highway abutted upon land freed from land 
tax, the Commissioners could not claim such tax from the respondent 
company. Accordingly the appeal of the Commissioners was dismissed 
with costs.—Covnset, for the appellants, Sir Robert Finlay, K.C., 
Danckwerts, K.C., and A. M. Bremner; for the reepondents, Mac- 
morran, K.C., and FE. M. Konstam. Sorricirors, Harratt d: Pollock ; 
Ashurat, Morris, Crisp, ad Co. 


[Reported by Ersxinve Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
Court of Appeal. 


Re VIC MILL (LIM.) AND Re ARUNDEL & CO, No. 1. 
17th March. 


ConTRact—SAte or Goons To Be MANUFACTURED—CoMPANY—VOLUNTARY 

LiquipaTIon—F atture To Accept DELIVERY—MEAsuReE or DAMAGES. 

A company entered into a contract with a firm of engineers for the 
manufacture of machinery intended for their cotton mill, but went 
into voluntary liquidation at a time when only a emall part of the 
machinery had been completed and before any had been delivered. 

Held, that, there being no available market for the goods, the 
measure of damages for the breach of contract was the profit which the 
manufacturers would have made if the contract ;1d been carried out, 
and that they were entitled to prove for that amount in the liquida- 
tian. 


Decision of Neville, J. (ante p. 211, 1913, 1 Ch. 183) affirmed. 
Appeal from a decision of Neville, J, (reported 57 Soricrror’s 











JournnaL, 211), varying the certificate of a district registrar 
made upon an inquiry for what sum the claimants, Messrs. 
Arundel & Co., should be allowed to prove in the liquidation 
of the company in respect of certain machinery ordered to be made, 
but not delivered. The Vic Mill (Limited), having contracted with 
the claimants for the construction and delivery of cotton spinning 
machinery to the total value of £6,173, went into voluntary liquida- 
tion on the 12th of July, 1909, and a supervision order was made on the 
27th of July. Messrs. Arundel & Co. claimed to prove in the liquida- 
tion for £1,167 for loss of profit, but the registrar by his certificate 
reduced this amount to £280. Item No. 1—four “ quick traverse 
winding frames’’—for which £162 loss of profit was claimed, had 
been completed, ready for delivery, but the remaining items had not 
been commenced to be made at the date of the liquidation, and the 
two smallest would not have been made by the claimants, but pur- 
chased by them and resold. Neville, J., held that the claimants were 
entitled to be put in the same position as they would have been in 
if the contract had been carried out, and, there being no available 
market for the goods, and no dispute as to what the percentage of 
profit was, the claimants were entitled to prove for the full amount 
of the profit they would have made. The liquidator appealed. 
Hamitton, L.J., said that he had been asked by the Court to give 
judgment first, and, having etated the facts, proceeded : Although a good 
deal of discussion had taken place upon the law, there was no new law 
involved ; it was all determined by the facts when ascertained. Taking 
the group of items Nos. 2, 3, 4 and 6, as to which the manufacturers 
claimed just over £1,000 for loss of profit, and which they had not 
made, but were ready and willing to make, the learned. registrar held 
that there was no evidence that the works were wholly or partially 
stopped in consequence of their not manufacturing these machines, or 
that the orders on which the works were employed were of a less 
remunerative nature than the order in respect of which damages were 
claimed, and he considered that the loss arising from the breach of con- 
tract did not nearly amount to the whole of the prospective profits. 
He assessed the damages at £250. On appeal the learned judge held 
that they were entitled to the profits they had lost. The registrar con- 
sidered that if you set against the profits that would have been made 
by performing this contract those that were made by performing some 
other contracts, the net loss was only £250. But that depended on the 
proposition that the second class of profits could not have been made 
had the first contract been performed, and there was no evidence to 
that effect, though the registrar thought there was. Consequently 
his assessment of £250 could not be supported. It was true that there 
was no evidence that the works were wholly or partially stopped in 
consequence of their not making these machines; had that been so, 
there might have been a claim for some proportion of the overhead 
charges attributed to the period when the works were at a standstill. 
Nor were the orders actually received and executed less remunerative 
than this contract. But neither of these kinds of measure of damages 
came in in this case, and the finding did not amount to what the 
learned registrar required in order to support his reduction to £250— 
viz., a finding that the manufacturers, had they performed their con- 
tract for the Vic Mill, would have had to refuse contracts offered them 
by other customers, and which, in fact, they did perform to some 
extent to earn that profit. The evidence suggested that the claimants’ 
works and equipment were ample enough to enable them to perform 
this contract in addition to the others they did perform. No authority 
had been cited for the contention that it rested upon the maker claim- 
ing damages,for lost profits not only to prove that he was ready and 
willing to perform the contract, but that he was able to fully utilise 
the whole of his time, and in addition to have taken on and carried 
through this particular defendant’s bargain. There was primé facie 
evidence that the makers could have made this profit as well as all 
the other profits on their other contracts, and there was not only not 
a word of evidence to rebut that, but no suggestion to the contrary 
in cross-examination. The real point at issue was whether there was 
an available market for the goods when manufactured—a point which 
disappeared on the admission that there was no such market. On the 
first head, therefore, the evidence failed upon which alone the claim 
could have been reduced, and the judge was right in varying the 
certificate. The other head related to the four quick traverse winding 
frames actually made, which, though machines in common use, had to 
be made to suit the particular requirements of each customer, and to 
fit where they were to be placed. Having made these machines, and 
being unable to get delivery of them taken and payment made, what 
was the seller to do? He had to act reasonably, and if he did there 
was no doubt he was entitled to such damages as would put him in 
the same position as if the contract was performed. If the goods had 
been broken up, or sold by auction for what they would fetch, the 
consequences to the buyers would have been considerably worse than 
they were. He did, in fact, adapt the frames at some small cost so 
as to fulfil the order of another customer who wanted frames of that 
kind and of about those dimensions. To that extent the buyers got 
the benefit of the accident that another customer came forward. What 
the registrar did was to give by way of damages the cost, a trivial 
one, of adapting the machine to the second customer and the loss on 


resale to him, making £25 in all. The fallacy of that was to suppose 
that the second customer was a substituted customer, and that, had 
all gone well, the makers would not have had both customers and both 
profits. They contented themselves with earning the profit on the 
second contract at the cost of adapting the machines, but they were 
still left the losers of the profit they would have made on the Vic 
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The learned judge, therefore, was right in varying 


Mill contract. 
ismissed, with 


the certificate on both heads, and the appeal would be 
costs. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Buckrery, L.J., concurred.—Counsen, 
A. Grant, K.C., and U, 2. Abbott; Manisty, K.C., and H. 8. Preston. 
Soricttors, Robinson d& Bradley, for Brown, Briggs, & Symonds, 
Stockport ; Marston & Robinson, for W. Arthur Taylor, Manchester. 

{Reported by H. Lanarorp Lewis, Barvister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


TEMPLEMAN vv. E. as « SONS (LIM.). Neville, J. 
4th Feb. 


PATeNT—INFRINGEMENT OF—AGREEMENT TO ADVANCE MoNeY TO MFET 
Expenses Necessary 10 PReVENT INFRINGEMENT—INFRINGEMENT 
Stoppep>—-No Money ApvVANCED—FAmuRE oF CONSIDERATION— 
AGREEMENT VOID—INJUNCTION. 

The plaintiff, while in the employ of the defendant company, regis- 
tered a design for a patent wreath-band, which design was subsequently 
infringed by another company. The plaintiff then entered into an 
agreement with his employers that, in consideration of their paying the 
necessary expenses to bring an action to stop this infringement, he 
should give them the sole right of sale, they paying him the same royalty 
as heretofore. No expenses were in fact incurred, but the plaintiff 
was subsequently discharged by the defendant company, and brought 
this action against them for an injunction to restrain them from con- 
tinuing to use and sell his patent wreath-band, The defendants pleaded 
the agreement. 

Held, that as the defendants had not in fact been called upon to 
advance the money, the consideration for ¢he agreement had wholly 
failed, and the agreement was accordingly void, and the plaintiff was 
entitled to the injunction asked for, and to an inquiry as to damages. 


This was an action for an injunction against the defendants restrain- 
ing them from using or selling any wreath-bands to which the piaintiff’s 
design or any colourable imitation thereof was applied, unless the same 
were manufactured by the plaintiff, or from applying the design in 
infringement of the plaintiff’s rights. In June, 1905, the plaintiff 
registered, under the Patents, Designs and Trade-Mark Acts, 1883- 
1888, a design of an article called a wreath-band, to be used in con- 
nection with artificial wreaths for graves. The plaintiff was at that 
time employed by the defendants, who carried on the business of 
wreath making. The defendants made use of the plaintiff’s patent 
wreath-band, and paid him a royalty. In April, 1906, it was dis- 
covered that another firm, Stott & Co., were infringing the plaintiff’s 
copyright in the design. Both the plaintiff and the defendants desired 
to prevent this infringement, and, in order to do so, it was decided 
to instruct solicitors to bring about this result, and the following 
agreement was drawn up by the defendants and signed by the plaintiff : 
“19th June, 1906.—In consideration of Messrs. E. Cocquerel & Sons 
(Limited) advancing me the cash to pay expenses necessary to stop 
Messrs. Stott and Co. infringing my patent, I hereby agree to give 
them the sole right of sale of such patent article, it being understood 
that I receive the same royalty on same as hitherto.—George Temple- 
man.”’ No actual proceedings were instituted against Stott & Co., but 
& compromise was arranged, and Stott & Co. paid a eum of £20 as 
damages for their infringement of the design, and in July, 1906, the 
plaintiff received from the defendants £4 10s., being the balance of 
the £20 after discharging thereout all moneys advanced by the defen- 
dants and all costs and expenses incurred by them. On the 15th of 
July, 1911, the defendants discharged the plaintiff, and they have 
since applied the plaintiff’s design to wreath-bands manufactured by 
themselves. Counsel for the plaintiff alleged that the agreement of 
the 19th June, 1906, was not binding, by reason of the fact that the 
consideration therefor had wholly failed, and further asked for a 
declaration that that agreement was void. Counsel for the defendants 
contended that as the plaintiff had pleaded in his statement of claim 
that the defendants ‘‘ agreed to advance the money to pay the expenses 
necessary for the purpose of preventing the infringement,”’ the con- 
sideration had not failed. 

Nevitte, J., after stating the facts, said : The defendants have not 
been called upon to advance any money at all. The consideration for 
the agreement of the 19th of June, 1906, has accordingly wholly failed. 
The agreement is unenforceable. I grant the injunction claimed, and 
direct an inquiry as to damages.—Counset, Peterson, K.C., and P 
C. FP. Cotton; Edward Ford. Sotrcrrors, James d& Charles Dodd; J 


Parker Ayres. 
[Reparted by 1. M. May, Barricter-at-Law.] 


Re the Estate of GEORGE HEARN, Deceased. Re THE CONVEY- 
ANCING ACT, 1881. DE BERTODANO ». HEARN. Sargant, J. 
4th and 6th March. 


Practice—Action—Compromise Orper sy Consent—SummMons— 
APPOINTING A RECEIVER AFTER FINAL JUDGMENT—WHeETHER NEW 
Action Necessaky—‘‘ Cause orn Matter Penpina.”’ 


Where an order had been made by consent in 1909, and shares of 
income apportioned under such order, but owing to a fall in interest one 
of the parties desired that the other should give up possession of certain 
properties part of the subject-matter of the order to the trustees, in 





order that her interest might be made up to the amount given her by 

such order, or that a receiver of such properties should be appointed, 
It was held that such an apjdication could not be made by a summons 

in the original action, but that independent proceedings must be taken, 
Salt v. Cooper (1880, 16 Ch. D. 544) explained, 


This was a summons taken out in an action that certain property 
might be handed over by one of the parties in the action to the trustees 
or that a receiver of such property might be appointed. It was resisted 
on-the ground that in the circumstances it was not the proper form of 
procedure and that independent proceedings should have been instituted 
for the relief sought. Under his father’s will an annuity of £500 a 
year and the income of one-sixth share of residue were payable to the 
husband during his life, and after his death to the wife during her life 
for her separate use, the husband’s interest being subject to forfeiture 
on alienation or bankruptcy. Pursuant to powers in the will the trustees 
had appropriated certain freehold and leasehold properties to meet the 
annuity and share of residue respectively, and the husband was let 
tenant 


into possession of the respective properties as equitable 
for life. In 1908 the wife, who was living apart from the 
husband, alleged that the husband had committed an act of 


forfeiture, and an originating summons was taken out, dated the 
2lst of October, 1908, for the purpose of ascertaining whether 
such forfeiture had in fact taken place. A compromise was arrived at 
between the husband and wife, the terms of which were embodied in 
a consent order, dated the 15th of June, 1909, which provided inter 
alia (1) that during the joint lives of the husband and wife the yearly 
sum of £315 was to be paid to the wife for her separate use, without 
power of anticipation out of the rents of the properties, whether set 
apart to meet the annuity or the one-sixth share of residue; (2) that 
the balance should be paid to the husband during the joint lives, sub- 
ject to the provisions and restrictions in the will; and (3) that the 
collection of the rents and management of the properties set apart 
to meet the annuity should be taken over by the trustees. At the date 
of this order the rents of the properties set apart to meet the annuity 
were sufficient for the payment of the annual sum of £315, and the 
husband continued in possession of the properties set apart to meet 
the one-sixth share of residue. The rents had since fallen off in value, 
and were now insufficient to meet the yearly eum of £315, and on the 
14th of December, 1912, the wife took out this summons intituled in 
the origina#ting summons of the 21st October, 1908, asking for an order 
(1) that the husband might be directed to give un to the trustees posses- 
sion of the properties set apart to answer the one-sixth share of 
residue ; (2) that the trustees might be directed to apply the rents of 
the said share in making good the arrears of the yearly sum of £315 
and any future deficiency thereof ; and (3) in the alternative, the appoirt- 
ment of a receiver. Counsel for the applicant relied on the case of 
Salt v. Cooper (1880, 16 Ch. Div. 545) as an authority to shew that 
the originating summons was not at an end, and that a further order 
could be made under it. Counsel for the husband contended that the 
order asked for in this case was not, as in the case of Salt v. Cooper 
(ubi supra), a mere order carrying the judgment into effect, but was 
an order which would have the effect of varying the previous order, 
Cur. adv. vult. 

Saraant, J., delivered a written judgment in which, after stating 
the facts, he said : I have to deal here with a case where, while an action 
was pending, the parties thereto came to an entirely new and independent 
agreement, which greatly varied their original rights. This agreement 
was embodied in an order of the court to which the parties to the 
action consented. It is now sgught, more than three years after the 
consent order had been obtained, to enforce the consequences of this 
agreement in a state of circumetances which, owing to the general fall 
of securities in the market during the last three years, is substantially 
different from the state of circumstances which existed at the date 
when the order was made. A summons has been taken out in the old 
action asking that certain property may be handed over to the trustees, 
or a receiver appointed and for other relief. ~ In my opinion this cannot 
be done by a mere motion or summons in the original proceedings. but 
must be the subject of indenendent proceedings. The order has been 
made in the original proceedings. and they are spent and exhausted. 
The original proceedings cannot be said to be vending as in the case 
of Re Gaudet Freres Steamship Co. (1879, 12 Ch. D. 882). Then the 
case of Salt v. Cooper (ubi supra) is relied on, and certainly the remarks 
of that very learned judge, Sir George Jessel, must be carefully con- 
sidered, but it will be noted that in that case Sir George Jessel was 
only dealing with a means of satisfying a claim originally made in the 
action. It was process of execution. though equitable execution, which 
was before him. Had it been lecal execution, there conld have been 
no doubt in the matter. Evervthing he did was etrictly within the 
ambit of the original action. But here we have really to deal with 
& new and independent agreement made between the parties and 
greatly varving their respective rights, and none the less an agreement 
because it is embodied in a echedule to an order, and. even so, it is not 
the mere enforcement of the agreement that is sought. but the enforce- 
ment of the conseauences of the agreement. In the result T refnee 
this application on this technical cround. bnt if independent nroceedings 
for the like purpose are broncht by the wife within one month the costs 
of the present summons will be reserved to be dealt with in the new 
If no such proceedings are commenced, then the summons 
must be dismissed with costs. T give leave to appeal.—CounseL, Arnold 
Herhert: Arthur Underhill: W. W. DLeuchars. Sortcrtors, Vander 
com & Co,+ Moodie & Sona: CG. FP. Hudson, Matthews d Co, 

[Reported by T.. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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~ High Gourt—King’s Bench 


Division. 


METROPOLITAN WATER BOARD v. AVERY. Div. Court. 
. 5th and 17th March. 
Water—Metropotis—Svuppty to Pusiic-Hovse ror LuNcn CATERING 


Bustness—Supety ror Domestic PurPoses—METROPOLITAN WATER 


Boarp (Cuarces) Act, 1907 (7 Ep. 7, c. ctxxt.), s. 25 

The defendant was the occupier and licensee of a public house, 
which was supplied with water in the ordinary way by supply pipes 
from the maine of the Metropolitan Water Board. The water was 
charge d for under section 8 of the Vetrope litan Water Board (Charge #) 
Act, 1907, a supply for domestia purposes by a. rate of 5, per cent. 
on the rateable value of the whole of the premises. T he “defendant 
carried on, in addition to the ordinary business of a public-house, a 
catering business Tables were provided for pe phe to come there to 
lunch, and some twe nty to thirty lunches were served there every day, 
which involved an increased use of water beyond what would he used 
im an ey wt J public house im cooking, washing plate , &e., and in 
ae rubbing ho 

Held, that th water used in the catering business was wate supplied 
for ** domeatic PLT Pore within the meaning of those word in the 
Vetr ry litan Water Poard (¢ harae *) tet, 1907. 


Appeal from the Westminster county court The plaintiffs, the 
Metropolitan Water Board, claimed two quarters’ water rate 5s., in 
addition to the ordinary rate which was paid, on the ground that some 
of the water supplied by the plaint ffs to the defendant was used, as 
they contended, for other than domestix purposes, The facts of the 
caee are set out sufficiently in the head-note. Cur. adv. vult 

3RaY, J., having stated these facts in his written judgment, con- 
tinued as follows :—On these facts the county court judge held that 
the plaintiffs were entitled to recover under section 18 of the Water 
works Clauses Act, 1863. Two questions are raised in the appeal. 
First, whether the water was used for domesti: purposes; second, 
whether, if it was not, the board can recover the value of the water 
«0 used by a proceeding in the county court. The first question turns 
upon the true construction of section 25 of the Metropolitan Water 
Board (Charges) Act, 1907, which provides that :—‘‘In and for the 
purposes of this Act the expression ‘domestic purposes’ shall be 
deemed to include water-closets and baths constructed or fitted go as 
not to be capable of containing when filled or filled up to the over 
flow or waste pipe (if any) more than 80 gallons, but shall not include 
a supply of water for any of the following purposes,”’ and then follow 
a number of purposes, one of which is ‘‘any trade, manufacture, ot 
business.’’ Essentially one has got to find out what a domestic purpose 
is by the nature of the user (see Metropoliton Water Board vy. Colley’ s 
Patents, 1911, 2 K. B. 38). per Kennedy, L..J., at p. 66) Lord Justice 
Farwell, on page 65, says: “TI think the old test remains applicable 
namely, that the use to which the water is put, not the nature of the 
premises, must he considered.’’ Now the use to which the water was 
put here was, in my opinion, essentially a domestic use. A kitchen 
and a dining-room are ordinary parts of a domestic establishment. 
Cooking and cleaning are ordinary processes used in domestic estab 
lishmente. The use of the water here differed not in the slightest 
degree in kind from the use to which water is put in the ordinary 
domestic establishment. The contention is that although it was a 
domestic purpose if used in preparing a meal for the owner of a 
boarding house or his family or his servants. or his guests or his 
boarders, or, it seems to follow, in the caee of an hotel. it is not a 
domestic use if it is for the person who merely comes in for lunch for 


which he pave, I cannot think eo Tt is trne that in Pigeon Vv. The 
Great Yarmouth Waterworks Co. (1902, 1 K. B. 310) the court, not 
wishing to decide more than was necessary for the particular case before 
them, confined their decision to w tee used for inmates, but that that 
ion in the Metrop litan 


is not a logical distinction is ehown by the di 


Water Board v. Colley'’s Patents (Limited) (ubi sup.). I can find no 
principle on which all the cases can rest except that one must look at 
the nature of the use of the water. If the water were used for a pur- 
pose which is common to all ordinary domestic establishments, it is 
none the less used for domestic purposes because it is ancillary to a 
trade, manufacture, or business. And, after referring to the circum- 
stance that the business on the premises increased the rateable value, 
and, therefore, the water rate, his lordship continued : The only alter- 
native seems to be a construction which makes it practically necessary 
to decide whether the nature of the user is substantially domestic or 
business. The section contemplates that in the same building there 
may be a supply for domestic purposes and a supply for business pur- 
poses, but it is not, in my opinion, intended that what is essentially 
a supply for a domestic purpose should be charged for as a supply 
for a businees purpose mereby because the bare use of the water is 
ancillary to the business, or because the existence of the business n¢ 
sitates an increase of the supply for domestic purposes. There are 


plenty of businesses to which the section will apply, such as brewing, 
paper-making, dyeing, mineral water making, &e. Between such busi 
ness purposes and Semneatic purposes a clear line can be drawn. I 


think the reason for the construction which has been put on the 
section is that for years this clear distinction has been drawn. People 
have not had to pay extra for water uséd in this way, and the courts 
have been reluctant to hold that because there has been a new definition 
of domestic purposes the Legislature intended to make an important 
and radical change. The conclusion I have come to is that the water 
here was used for domestic purposes within the meaning of section 25, 
ind not for trade, manufacture, or business purposes, and, therefore, 
that the appeal must be allowed on this ground. This makes it un 
necessary for me to coneider the second point, on which I do not 
desire to express any opinion. 

Cuannett, J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—Counsrr, 
Clavell Salter. K.C.. and Goodland; Pyde, K.C.. and Konsta 
Sorrcrrors, Walter Moon; Maitlands, Peckham, & Co. 

4 {Reported by ©. G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Law Students’ Journal. 
Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srupents’ Depatina Socrery.—A meeting was held at the Law 
Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, on the Ist of April, 1913. Chairman, 
Mr. H. G. Meyer. The subject for discussion was : ‘‘ That the case of 
Reversion Fund and Insurance Co. (Timited) v. Maison Cosway 
(Limited) (1913, 1 K. B. 364) was wrongly decided.’”’ Mr. A. R. N 
Powys opened in the affirmative, Mr. C. H. Woolrych opened in the 
negative: Mr. C. S. Thomas eeconded in the affirmative, Mr. W. P. 
Bennett seconded inthe negative. The following members aleo spoke : 
Messrs. W. M. Pleadwell, R. F. Mattingly, J. W. Lonsdale, H. M 
Hutton, and N. A. Johns. The motion was lost by 4 votes. 


Obituary. 
Mr. K. R. Fletcher. 


The death took place on Saturday, at his residence, the Manor House, 
Abbotts Ann, Andover, of Mr. Keddey Ray Fletcher, in hie sixty- 
fourth year. Mr. Fletcher was educated at Rugby and New Colleg 
Oxford. He was admitted a solicitor in 1877, and practised in Sontee 
until 1908, when he retired from the profession. He was Master of 
the Drapers’ Company in 1909, and during his year of office the Com- 
pany equipped and pres snted a laboratory to the U niversity of Oxford 
In recognition of the Company’s munificence the university conferr: “dd 
on him the degree of D.C.G%. Mr. Fletcher was also a member of -e 
roverning bedies of the Univers sity of London and of the East Londo: 
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College. In 1893 he married Mics Frances Du Puy Wilder, of 
Rochester, in the State of New York, who survives him. 


Mr. J. H. Hodgson. 

Mr. John Hargrave Hodgson, barrister-at-law, late of Brick court, 
Temple, died on Saturday at his residence in Hilldrop-road, London, 
N., in his ninety-second year. As Mr. Hodgson was called to the Bar 
by the Middle Temple in November, 1850 (he entered as a student in 
1845), he must have been one of the oldest, if not the oldest, member of 
his Inn. Mr. Hodgson, who was the eldest son of Mr. Richard Hodg- 
son, of London, went the Northern Circuit when in active practice. 








Legal News. 


Appointment.’ 
Mr. A. Syrevr, solicitor, of the firm of Messrs Syrett, & Sons, 15, 
Finsbury-pavement, London, E.C., has been appointed a magistrate 
for the county of London, 


Changes in Partnerships, &c. 
Dissolutions. 


Cuartes BerkeLey Marcetts and ALtrrep Howarp Barrer, solici- 
tors (Margetts & Barrett), 6, Market-hill, Huntingdon, in the county of 
Huntingdon. March 27. 

Georce Tutin and WittiAM SKINNER MARSHALL, solicitors (Tutin, 
Marshall, & Co.), St. Peter’s-gate, Nottingham. March 25. 

[Gazette, April 1. 


General. 


On Friday, the 28th ult., the Royal Assent 


solidated Fund (No. 1) Bill. 


On the 2nd inst., on the motion of the Lord Chancellor, the F 
Bill was read a ond time in the House of Lords, 
Joint Committee of both Houses. 


At Leighton Buzzard, on the 31st ult., Mr. Arthur Mayor, of Eggin 
ton, Bedfordshire, was committed for trial charged with the man 
slaughter of Mrs. Maud Robinson, of Leighton Buzzard, whom he is 
alleged to have knocked down with a motor-car on the Hockliffe-road. 
The defendant stated that Mrs. Robinson lost her head and ran in 
front of the car. 


In the House of Commons, on the.1lst inst, Mr. Kebty-Fletcher 
asked what fees were paid to the Attorney-General over The Titanic 
Inquiry; and what fees have been, or are going to be, paid to the 
Attorney-General over the telephone arbitration. 
Ex: hequer : The fees paid to the Attorney-General in the case of The 
Titanic inquiry were £2,458 2s. The fees to be paid to counsel for the 
Post Office in respect of the telephone arbitration have not yet been 
settled. : : 


was given to the Con 


orgery 
and referred to a 


se¢ 


The Publications Committee of the House of Commons met on the 
28th ult., and reappointed Sir George Toulmin, M.P., as Chairman. An 
inquiry was held as to the possibility of reducing the cost of certain 
Blue-books, the issue of which is pending, and it was stated by Si 
Rowland Bailey, Controller of the Stationery Office, who gave evidence 
on the matter, that the werk of the Committee, chiefly in restricting 
the publication of unneceesary matter in official documents, had resulted 
m an actual realised saving of £150,000 a year. ; 

_ Lord Mersey’s Departmental Committee on the jury system, says the 
Times, held its last meeting on Wednesday. As has been anticipated 
in the 7'imes more than once, the Committee's labours have resulted 


“£90,000 _FO 





The Chancellor of the | 


in a majority and a minority report. The former, which is signed by 
the Chairman, recommends the retention of the special jury, with a 
slight reduction in the rateable qualification of jurors, and payment 
of jurors. The minority report, signed by three members, recommends 
the abolition of the special jury and a modification of the present 
jury list. 

The National Peace Council has made arrangements to hold the ninth 
Peace Congress in Leeds on the 10th of June and three following days 
at the Phiuosophicai Hall. The Rev. J. H. B. Masterman is to preside 
at a conference on education and international peace, when papers will 
be read by Miss Helen Woodhouse (Training College, Bingley), 
Professor Ff. E. Weiss (University of Manchester), ana Mr. F. 
Pollard (Bootham Schoo]), and there will bea reception by the Lord Mayor 
of Leeds. ‘There will be conferences on war, trade and international peace, 
on compulsory military service, and on moral aspects of the peace 
problem. A special service, arranged by the Church of England Peace 
League, will be held in Holy Trimty Church. The first ot this series 
of congresses was held at Manchester in 1904, Lord Courtney of Pen- 
with presiding, and the eighth in London last year, under Lord Shaw's 
presidency. 

In the Houce of Commons on the 3lst ult., Mr. Joynson Hicks asked 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer whether he was now coljecting the un- 
developed land duty for this year, together with three years arrears, 
even in cases where the valuation was not yet completed; and, if so, 


| whether, having regard to the fact that no one could know whether 


they were liabie for the duty or not until a valuation had been made, 
he could make some arrangement to mitigate the hardship on taxpapers 
ot having to pay tour years taxes at once owing to circumstances over 
which they at least could have no control. Mr. McKenna, who replied 
on behalf of the Chancellor of the Exchequer, said : Undeveloped land 
duty is being collected as stated in the question where provisional 
valuations have been served, though they have not yet become finally 
settled, the procedure adopted by the Commissioners of Inland Revenue 
being avarranted by the provisions of section 27 (6) of the Finance 
(1909-10) Act, 1910. With regard to the second part of the question 
any individual case of hardship that may arise will be dealt with by 
the Commissi its merits. 


hers on 


In the House of Commons, on the 2nd inst., Mr. G. Greenwood asked 
the Secretary of State for the Home Department if he would say how 
many persons had been arrested without warrant for the offence of pro- 
curation under the Criminal Law Amendment Act, 1912; how many 
ted for such offence; and how many of such 
persons had been sentenced to be flogged up to the lst of March last, 
Mr. Ellis Griffith answered the question. He said : I can only give the 
figures for the Metropolitan Police District. Seven persons were 
arrested without warrant within the period mentioned, and of these 
four were convicted, one of procuration, one of abduction, one of living 
on the earnings of prostitution, and one of assault. In the first-men- 
tioned case the prisoner was sentenced to eighteen months’ imprison 
ment and to be flogged, but the conviction was quashed by the Court of 
Criminal Appeal. Mr. G. Greenwood pointed out that his question 
related entirely to procuration, and not to cases of living on earnings. 
Mr. Ellis Griffith : The question, as I understand it, refers to all cases 
in which prisoners have been arrested without warrant. There has been 
only one case of procuration so far as conviction is concerned. 


In the House of Commons, on the 27th ult., Mr. Alden asked the 
Secretary of State for the Home Department whether he was aware 
that a man and his son, who hatl been working since December, 1911, 
three acres of land at Woodham Ferris, in Essex, tithed at 3s. Sd. per 
acre, were served with a demand in October, 1912, for £18 17s. 11d., 
being a half-year’s tithe on the whole estate; whether he was aware 
that their goods and crops were being distrained upon to pay other 
people’s debts; and whether he intended to take any action to amend 
the law dealing with euch cases. Mr. Runciman: Under section 81 cf 
the Tithe Act, 1836, the titheowner is entitled to collect, from any one 


persons had been convi 
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of the owners of the tithe area, the tithe rent-charge in respect of the 
whole area, an owner so charged having the right, under section 16 of 
the Tithe Act, 1842, to recover contributions from the other part 
owners. The Board have no power to intervene in the collection of 
annual tithe rent-charge, but they are empowered, on the application 
of a part owner of a tithe area, to make a reapportionment of the 
charge so as to limit his liability to the land owned by him. An appli 
cation for reapportionment was recently received, apparently from the 
landowner referred to in the question, but this cannot affect the collec 
tion of the tithe rent-charge now accruing. The reply to the last part 
of the question is in the negative. 








Tue Aviiance Assurance Company's report ehowe that during 1912 
2,403 new life policies were issued, covering £1,848,581, and producing 
£89,943 in premiums (including £16,279 in single premiums). Of the 
amount covered, £272,835 was reassured at a premium of £14,687. A 
sum of £82,674 was received as consideration for 158 new annuity bonds 
The total premiums (new and renewal) on the combined life 
accounts amounted to £1,159,120, and at the close of the year the lif 
assurance funds stood at £16,495,212, and the annuity funds at 
£1,568,970 after the investments had been written down to their market 
values. The fire premiums for the year amounted to £1,325,464. The 
claims paid and outstanding, including fire extinction, salvage corps, and 
other disbureements, and including aleo £12,512 as contributions to fire 
brigades, amounted to £475,048, being £35 16s. 10d. per cent. of the 
premiums, and the expenses of management (including commission) 
amounted to £502,679, being £37 18s. 6d. per cent. of the premiums, 
leaving a surplus of £347,737. Of this, £347,241, together with 
£88,738 interest (less income tax) on the fire insurance fund, has been 
carried to profit and loss. There remains on the fire insurance account 
a sum of £2,107,193, of which £530,186, being 40 per cent. of the 
premium income, is a reserve againet unexpired risks, the balance 
(£1,577,007) forming an additional reserve At the 3lst of December, 
1912, the total funds etood at £24,064,079 The average rate of in 
terest (before deduction of income tax) earned on the funds (productive 
and unproductive) during the year 1912 was £4 3s. 6d. per cent. 


issued. 








MorTGAGES Mesere Goddard & Smith have every quartet large 
funds to invest on mortgage of business premises or town or country 
properties. Those having securities to offer for mortgage or for sale 
outright are invited to submit the particulars to them.—Goddard & 
Smith, Surveyors and Land Agents, 196, Piccadilly, W. (next to 
Princes’).—Advt, 








Wuy Pay Rent? Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the Scorrisn Temperance Lire Assurance Co. (Lrrrep). Repay- 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 
Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C. ’Phone 6002 Bank.—Advt. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota ov Keoisteaas tx ATTENDANCE ow 








Date Emerouyncy Aprzat Covat Mr, Justice Mr. Justice 
. Rota. No. I, Joros. Swisvew Eapr. 
Monday April 7 Mr Jolly Mr Farmer Mr Synge Mr Greswell 
a @ Greswell Syuge Borrer Church 
Bloxam Church Jolly Leach 
Goldschmidt Greswell Bloxam Borrer 
Leach Jolly Goldschmidt Synge 
Borrer Bloxam Farmer Jolly 
Date Mr, Justice Mr, Justice Mr, Justice Mr, Juatice 
° Wansinoror, Nevius. Parees. Ev, 
Monday April 7 Mr Borrer Mr Church Mr Bloxam Mr Goldschmidt 
Tuesday . 8 Leach Farmer Jolly Bloxam 
Wednesday... 9 Greswell Goldschmidt Synge Farmer 
Thursday...... 10 Jolly Leach Farmer Church 
Friday ......... 11 Bloxam Borrer Charch Greswell 
Saturday ...... 12 Synge Greswell Goldschmidt Leach 





EASTER SITTINGS, 1913. 
COURT OF APPEAL. ! HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
Aprgat Covat I. | CHANCERY DIVISION. 
| 
' 


Ex parte Applications, Original Motions, P Cuaxceny Covar III. 
and Interlocutory Appeals from the Mn. Justice JOYCE. 
Uhancery, Probate and Divorce Divi- Retained Non-Witness Business will be 


sions will be in the Paper on Tuesday, 


the lst April, subjecttowhch Chancery | 


Final Appeals will be taken in this 
Court, 


Apprat Covrr I. 


Ex parte Applications, Original Motions 
and Appeals from the Kiog’s Bench 
Division (Interlocutory List) and 
possibly some King’s Bench Final 
Appeals will be taken on Tuesday, the 
lst April. 


King’s Bench Final and New Tria! 
Appeals wiil be in the Paper on Wed" 


nesday, the 2nd April, and continued | 


until forther notice in the Daily Cause 
List. 


taken on April Ist and 2nd. 

The hearing of Actions with Witnessss 
will commence on Thursday, April 3rd 
and, except when oteer Busisess is 
advertised in the Daily Cause List, will 
be continued throughout the Sittings, 


Cuancery Covarr I. 
Ms. Justice SWINFEN EADY. 
Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Actions with 
Witnesses will be taken throught the 
Sittings. 
N,B.—There will be no Sata day Sittings, 
} the Court will sit till 4.30 on other 
ays. 


Cuancery Covrt IL 
Ma, Justice WARRINGTON, 


: Mots, sht caus, , fur 
Tues., April 1 = and non-wit ist 
Thesedas*? 3} Non-wit list 
Friday ..... 4..Mots and non-wit list 
Monday ....., 7...8itting in chambers 


| Rae at of Sht caus, pets, fur con, 


Wednesda and non-wit list 
n y 9) wit li 
Thursday “.10§ Non-wit list 





Monday ......14...8itting in chambers 
| nant ~(Sht caus, pets, fur con 
Tuesday .. 15) and non-wit list : 


| Wednesday 16 } +¢ Vi 
| ‘Thursday ...17 } Nou-wit list 


| Friday ......18...Mots and non-wit list 
| Monday.....21...8itting in chambers 
| Tuesday ...22)Sht caus, pets, fur con, 


and non-wit list 
| Wednesday23 | 


| Thursday ...24§ Non-wit list 
| Friday ...... 25 ..Mots and non-wit list 


Monday...... 28...8itting in chambers 


| Tueceday 29 fSht caus, pets, fur con, 
| ood 
| Wednesday 3 


(and non-wit list 
oF 

Thurs., May 1$ Non-wit list 
Friday ...... 2...Mote and non-wit list 
Monday...... 5...Sitting in chambers 

_ Sht caus, pets, fur con 
Tuesday ... 6 { and non-wit list : 
Wednesday 7...Non-wit list 
Thursday ... 8...Mots and non-wit list 
Friday ...... 9...Non-wit list 





Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be 
so heard, and the necessary papers, in- 
cluding two copies of the minutes of 
the proposed judgment or order, must be 
left with the judge’s clerk one clear 
day before the cause is to be put into 
the paper. 

N.B.—The following papers on further con” 
sideration are required for the use of the 
Judge, viz.:—Two copies of minutes of 
the proposed jadgment or order, 1 copy 
pleadings, and 1 copy master's certificate, 
which must be left in court with the 
judge's clerk one clear day before the 
further consideration is ready to come 
into the paper. 


Cuancery Covart IV. 
Bsrons Ma. Justice NEVILLE. 

The Business in this Court (except when 

otherwise advertised) will be taken as 

follows:-- , 
Mondays ....,.....Sitting in chambers 
Tessies \ Companies Acts and non- 
SEAS comes 5 writ at 
Wednesdays...Fur con and non-wit list 
Thursdays ......Non-wit list 


Fridays ...++... non, wit list 


the Court will sit from 10.15 to 4.15 
other days. 


The Appeal 


THE CHANCERY 
DIVISION. 


Judgments Reserved. 


FROM 


General List. 


The Attorney-General vy Horner 
(c a v March 6) 

The Attorney-General v 

appeal Cc 


Horner 
av 


cross notice ot 


March 11) 
FROM THE CHANCERY DIVI- 


SION, THE PROBATE, DI 
VORCE AND ADMIRALTY 
DIVISION (PROBATE AND 
DIVORCE), AND THE 
COUNTY PALATINE AND 
STANNARIES COURTS. 
General List. 
1912. 
In re Ann Maria Smith, dec Tre- 


vor v Goodhall (s o generally) 
In re Ind, Coope & Cold Fisher v 

The Company Knox v Same 

Arnold vy Same 


(s o to be men- 





tioned) 


Caancery Covrr V. 
Ma. Justice SARGANT. 


Except when otber Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice 
Sargant will take Actions with Wit- 
nes-es throughout the Sittings. 

The Court will sit at 10.30 and rise at 4,30 
each day except Saturday, when there 
will be no sitting, 


Logp Omancettor’s Covar, 
Mar. Justice EVE. 


Mots, sht caus, pets, fur 
Tues., April 1 bene and non-wit list 
° 
Peseae shy 5 | Nov-wit list 
| Friday ...... 4...Mots and non-wit list 
Saturday ... 5...No sitting 
Monday ... 1 in chambers 
{| Sht caus, pets, far con, and 
Tuesday + 8} non.wit list ' 
aoe y 10} Non-wit list 
Friday ......11 oftete 34> list 
\ Liverpool and Manchester 
Saturday .,,12 } business 
Monday ...14...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...15 { a —_ far con, and 
onesies 3 | Non-wit list 
ursday ... 
Friday ......18...Mots and non-wit list 
Savarday ...19...No sitting 


| Monday ,,,21...8itting in chambers 


Mots, sht causes, pets & | 
| 


There will be no Sitting on Saturdays ; 


Tussday ...23{ SRS cons, pets, fur con, 
Wednesday 23 P 
Thursday ...24 } Non-wit list 
Friday ..,...25...Mots and non-wit list 
Saturday ...26 { a aud Liverpool 
Monday ey in chambers 
t caus, pets, fur con 

ee 89 and non-wit list 

ednesday 30 . 
Thurs., May 1} Non-wit list 
Friday ..,... 2...Mots and non-wit list 
Saturday ... 3...No sitting 
Monday...... wy ~y in chambers 
., ht caus, pets, fur oon, 
Tuesday ... 6 and non-wit list 
Wednesday 7...Non-wit list 
Thursday .., 8...Mots and non-wit list 
Friday ...... 9...Non-wit list 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard, Two copies of minutes of the pro- 
posed judgment or order must be left 
in court with the judge’s clerk one clear 
day before the cause 1s to be put in the 
paper. In defauls the cause will not ve 
put in the paper. 

N.B.—The following papers on farther con” 
sideration are required for the use ot the 
Judge, viz. :—Two copies of minutes of 
the proposed order, 1 copy pleadings, 1 
copy judgment, and 1 copy master’s verti- 
ficate, which must be left in court with 
the judge’s clerk one clear day before 
the farther consideration is ready to 
come into the paper, 





COURT OF APPEAL. 

EASTER SITTINGS, 1913. 
or other Business proposed to be taken will, from time 
to time, be announced in the Daily Cause List. 


In re Sharp, dec Steward vy 

Steward 

The Mercedes Daimler Motor Co 
ld v F I A 'T Motor Cab Co ld 

The Marine Torch Co vy Holmes 
Marine Life Protection Assvc 

Pugh v The Riley Cycle Co and 
ors 

In the matter of the Companies 
(Consolidation) Acts, 1908, and 
In the matter of the Law Car 
and General Insurance Corpora- 
tion Id 

Buwden Wire ld vy The Bowdeu 





Brake Co Id 

In the matter of the Trade Marks 
Nous 257,412 and 260,476 in the 
name of Bowden Wire ld, and In 
the matter of the Trade Marks 
Act, 1905 

In re Thomas Farrow, dec Grange 
v Cooking Grange v Martin 
and ors 

J H Andrew & Co ld v Kuchurich 

In re an application by J H 
Andrew & Co ld for registration 
of a trade mark and re the 
Trade Marks Act, 1905 In rm 








li 


li 


shy | 








od 
ce 
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John H Andrew & Cog’s trade 
fmarks and In re the Trade 
Marks Act, 1905 

George May & Co ld v Whiteman 
Whiteman y George May & Co 
ld 

In re Finlay, dec Wilson v Finlay 


1913. 

In re Thomas Smith, dec, and In 
the matter of a partnership 
Hall and anr v Smith 

Roberts, Jun v Roberts, Fanny 
(widow) 

In re Drewell, dec 
Drewell 

Evan Thomas and anr v Neath 
Corporation 

In re Lord Northwick, dec Bath 
urst v Rushout and anr 


Teofani & Co ld v A Teofani In | 


re a trade mark, No. 312,065 and 


In re the Trade Marks Act, | 


1905 

Simplex Concrete Piles ld v J & 
W Stewart 

Shropshire and Montgomeryshire 
Light Railway Co v The Cam- 
brian Railways Co 

John Brinsmead & Sons ld \ 
KE G8 Brinsmead and Wadding- 
ton & Son Id 


1912, 

Iu the matter of the ‘Trade Marks 
Acts, 1905, and In the matte 
of an application, No. 335,813, 
by Benz et Cie, &c. trade mark 

Attorney-General v Parish 

luve V IJ B Young, dec Fraser 
v Young and anr 

In re J Adamson, dec The Public 
Trustee v Billing and ors 

Oram J Hutt and ors 

Hollands v Levy . 

—we and aur v Boldy & Son 


Blair v Wood's Trustee 

In re Allsop, dee 
Bamford and anr 

The Goss Printing Press ld v The 
Wessex Press ld 

De Lisle y The Union 
Scotland ld and anr 

Shanly v Ward and ors 

Norton v W H Barker & Son 

Farquharson and anr v Dalkeith 
(Ceylon) Rubber and Tea Es- 
tates ld and ors 

Grose v Briggs and ors 

In re James Marke Wood, senr, 
dec In re James Marke Wood 
junr dec Woodehouse y Wood 
and ors 

Long and ors v Gray and ors 

In re The Pershore Baptist Chapel 
Nickson and ors v Dolphin 

In re Witty, dec Wright v Ro- 
binsdn and ors 

In ve Samuel Blow, dec St. Bar- 
tholomew’s Hospital vy Cambden 
and ors 

Grabowsky (trading, &c.) v The 
Maikop Pipe Line and Trans- 
port Co ld and anr 

In re Cattell, dec Cattell and ors 
v Cattell and ors 


Bank of 


FROM THE CHANCERY AND | 


PROBATE AND DIVORCE 
DIVISIONS. 
(Interlocutory List.) 


1912. 


Nicholson vy Freeland and aur 

In the matter of the Companies 
Consolidation Act, 1908, and In 
the matter of the Vagliano 
Anthracite Collieries Co 

In te G Hearn, dec Bertodano 
and anr vy Hearn and anr 


Storr vi 


Whittaker v | 


FROM THE GOUNTY PALA- 
TINE COURT OF LANCAS 


(General List.) 
1912. 


In the matter of the estate of John 
Munday, dee Poole v Poole 
In re William Aspell, dec Nick- 

son v Robinson 
In re Arthur Franklyn, dec 
Franklyn v Franklyn 


Bauk Id 


THE KING'S BENCH 
DIVISION. 
(In Bankruptcy.) 
| Inre E. G. Abrahams (expte C W 
Dunn v The Ofticial Receiver, 
the Trustee and F CU Harper), 
No 1,417 of 1911 
| In re A Debtor (expte The Debtor) 
No. 14 of 1913 
FROM THE KING’S BENCH 
DIVISION. 
Judgments Reserved. 
Final List. 
Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway 
Co v Mayor &c of Liverpool 
(c a v Jan 16) 


| FROM 
| 


v William Thomas & Sons (c a v 
Feb 25) 


FROM THE KINGS BENCH 
DIVISION. 
(Final and New Trial List.) 
1911. 


McRae v Penman (Gee & Sheen 
Srd parties) (s o generally Nov 8) 

’ 1912, 

Attorney-General v Sir Wilfred 
Peek, Bart and ors (Revenue 
Side) (so 

The Carlisle and Silloth Golf Club 
v G T Smith (Surveyor of Taxes) 
(s ov) (Revenue Side) 

Gould vy Curtis (Surveyor of Taxes) 
(s vo) (Revenue Side) 

Duke of Beaufort v Commis 
sioners of Inland Revenue (s v) 
(Revenue Side) 

Duke of Beaufort vy Commissioners 
of Inland Revenue (Revenue 

| Side) (s 0) 

Gooda and anr v Drake and anr 


(3 0} 
The Woodfield Steamship Co ld v 


Co Id (s o generally) 
Wilkinson v Partridge 
| Royal London Mutual Insurance 
| Society v Kingsland 
| Legg v Welsfor 
| In re Agricultural Holdings Act, 
| 1908 Bonnett, appl (tenant) v 


Fowler and ors respts (landlord) 
Robertson v London City and 
Midland Bank ld 
| Simpson v Simpson 
| Sumpson v Simpson and anr 
Pessers, Moody & Cu Id v Catt 


| Union of Lendon and Smith's 
Bank v Scharrer 
| Lang v Societe Coloniale Anvei 


| soise 

| The Consolidated London Proper- 

ties 1d v The Assessment Com- 
mittee of the Metropolitan 

Borough of St. Marylebone 

| The Edinburgh Exploration Syndi- 
cate ld v Braddon 

Maskall v Seeley and anr 

Temple v Donaldson 

Johnson, Riddle & Co 1d v Cowen 

The King v Byles and ors (expte 
Hollidge) 


Thomas Rigby & Sons Id v Lloyd's 


The Harrowing Steamship Co Id | 


The Rio de Janeiro Lighterage 
& s 





| 
} 


| Incorrorated 
| A.D. 1720. 





; TO 
SOLICITORS. 


Governor, 
Sir Nevile Lubbock, 
K.C.M.G. 





Apply for full particulars to— 





THE ROYAL EXCHANGE ASSURANCE 
EXECUTORS and TRUSTEES OF WILLS 


AND 


TRUSTEES of NEW or EXISTING SETTLEMENTS. 


THE SOLICITORS nominated by the Creator 
of a Trust are employed by the Corporation. 


THE SECRETARY, ROYAL EXCHANCE ASSURANCE, LONDON, E.C. 








| Asiatic Petroleum Co Id v Len- 
nard’s Carrying Co ld 
Blackford v The Great Western 


| Railway Co 

Davenport v Faraday 

Richard v Richard 

Greenlands ld v Wilmshurst and 
ors 

Aston v Kelsey 

Mackintosh and anr v Stiven 

Higgs v Lamplough 

Swan v Martin 

Kregar v Hollins 

Nettleingham & Co Id v Powell 
& Co 

In re an arbitration 
Stanley Bros ld and The Mayvr, 
&c of Nuneaton 

In re an arbitration between 
Williams Bros and Ed T Agius 
ld 

Sutton, Carden & Co Id v Pullen 
and aur 

Beutham v Stothard 

Nixon v Pearl Life Assce Co Id 

London and ‘Manchester Plat 
Glass Co Id v Heath 

Morgan v Ingram, Perkins & Cu 

Howard v Howard and am 

Metropolitan Water Board —y 
Bunn 

Fortescue and anr v Grune; 

Hothersall vy Craven 

Edwards v Moore 

The King (expte The Metropolitan 
Borough of Battersea and Fredk 
Cathie) v Roberts 

Allen v Messers Id . 

Herd v Weardale Steel Coal Co 

Banque Automobile of Paris v 
Sharp 

The Metropolitan Water Board 
Johnson & Co 

Algemeene Maatschappij 
Nederlandsch Indische Cultuur- 
zaken v Baay 

The Marquess of Anglesey and 
the Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue (Revenue Side) 

The Egyptian Hotels ld v James 
Mitchell (Surveyor of Taxes) 
(Revenue Side) 

Ward and ors v Hill 

Charles Wimble, Sons & Co v 
J Rosenburg & Sons 

Attorney-General v The Mayet 
&e of the City of London and 
ors (Revenue Side) 

The Lofthouse Colliery ld vy Henry 
Ogden 

Charles Cowan v Davey and ors 

The King, on the prosecution of 
Neville and anr v The Mon- 
mouthshire Compensation Autliy 


between 


yoor 


The King, on the prosecution of 


William <Arlidge vy Local Go- 
vernment Boar 
| Charles Urban and anr v The 
| Commrs of Inland Revenue 


' (Revenue Side) 


Attorney-General (informant)  v 
Milne, Constance Alice Maud 
(widow) (Revenue Side) 

J Reith, Surveyor of Taxes (applt) 
v The Governing Body of West- 
minster School (Revenue Side) 

Hollis v Barrasford & Curd 

Dando v Deeley 

Blyth Shipbuilding and Dry Docks 
Co Id v Adams and anr 

Blair v Schmitz 

Robinson v Attwood 

Holland & Hannen and Cubitts Id 
v Decies 

The Commrs of Inland Revenue v 
The Marquis of Anglesey (Re- 
venue Side) 

Blinko v Layton 

R J Lumsden v Commrs of Inland 
Revenue (Revenue Side) 

Baker Street Motor Car 
ld v Marshall 

Mehta v Sutton 

Hague Bros v H Briggs & Son Id 

W Newbold & Co Id v Scriven 
& Uo 

Vacuum Oil Co Id v Ellis (Howard, 
garnishee—Ellison clmt) 

Bradford & Sons Id v Brown 

Monckton v Pathe Freres Pathe- 
phone Id 

Bolam (applt) v Allgood (respt) 

Norman v Quilter 

The Commrs of Inland Revenue 
v The Earl of Fitzwilliam (Re 
venue Side) 

The National Telephone Co Id v 
His Majesty’s Postmaster-Genl. 
(Railway and Canal Commission) 

His Majesty’s Postmaster-Genl. v 
The National Telephone Co Id 
(Railway and Canal Commissn) 

Hiam v Cambrian Railway Co 

Crosby and anr v The ndon 
Geyetal Omnibus Co 

Aflidge v Baker Street Motor Car 
Bazaar ld 


Bazaar 


Rigley v Lain 
Juler v The Tunbridge Wells Gas 


Co 

Monti v Bloch & Klein 

Dominy v Beaumont 

Upjohn v Willesden Urban Dis- 
trict Council 

Richards v Wrexham and Acton 
Collieries 

Davies v Same 

Bessant & Son v 
pire ld 

Jones v Keegan 

The Commrs of Inland Revenue v 
James Joicey (Revenue Side) 

Ingram & Royle ld v Services 
Maritimes du ‘T'report ld 

In re The London Building Act, 
1 


Chatham Em- 


Clode v The London 
County Council 
Rome v Rome 


Skeate v Slaters ld 
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Dunlop Tyre Co v Selfridge & 
Co Id 

Lawrence's Stores 
Stevens Id 


ld vy Wallis & 


Attorney General (at the relation 
ot the Mayor &e. of the City 
of Worcester) vy Sharpne New 
Docks, &e Co 

Hueffer v Illustrated Journals Id 

White v Ross and anr 

Richards vy Turner and anr 

Duffy Rossi and ors 

Sykes v The Mayor, ae ol 


County Borough of Salford 
The ¢ 


ommrs of Inland Re venue Vv 
and ors 


George James Gribble 
(Re venue Side) 
Leicester v Dixon 
Letts v Curtis and anr 
Haas v The Atlas Insurance Co ki 
ln the matter of the Arbitratio 
Act. 1889. and In the matter ot 
an Arbitration between Wilkin 


1 and The Car and General 
Insurance Corporation Id 
The Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre | 
ll v New Garage and Motor Co 
ld 
Morrison v London County and 
Westminster Bank Id 
Lesterma v British Motor Cab 
(‘o and am 
H W Reeve v LM Poy and 
L M Pop HARR f wid 
‘ by counterclaim 
Wa r Internationa md © 
i Ein I ( | | 
bu Bre ( 
Law I i 


Marston and TT 
Advance Co i 


\llen The Great East Ra 
vay Co and ors 

Gale v Presto 

Dickson v J A Scott 

White v Barnes 

Johnson Billingtor Electricit; 
Meters ld v Billington 

In the matter of an Arbitrati 


between Henry Sidney and ‘J 
North Eastern Railway Co 
Lewis v G Davies (E Davies clmt 

Warham v Selfridge & Co ld 


bian v W H Cockerline & Co, | Brady ¥ 


Owners of Steamship or Vesse 
Cambrik 


1 | Jones v 


| Eggleton 


of 


Owners 


The Glasgow—1912—Folio 137 , : ein ’ ' 
| Sho Owners of he lnle Micon Fra ik We bber vo Wansbrough 
- — Paper Co ld 
ship Hatfield The Owners of , = 
the Steamship Glasgow Casey v Humphries 
| The Glasgow—1912—H.—No 587 | Albert Brown v George Kent ld 
Folio 137 Same v Same Wray v Taylor Bros & Co Id 
The Ennisbrook—1912—L.— No 
| 1057 Folio 399 The Owners of 


Steamship Lady Salisbury v Th 
Owners of Steamship Ennis 
brook 

Ph 


and 


1912—Folios 11 
(consolidated) The 
Hoppe r Bary No 


The Owners of Steam 


Cairnbah 
218 
Owners of 


2 and 5 v 


ship Cairnbahn and Owners «' 


The Owners 
iirnbahn V l 


eam Tug Nu 


steamship ( 


| 

| 

| 

| 

| 

} 

| Nunthorpe, 
I 

| Ownel! ot St 
i r » 
| t rorpe. 
| 


Inte rlo utory List ) 


| Tl Okehampton 1912—Folio 98 
| Robert MacAndrew & Co v Th 
Owners of the Steamship Oke- 
hampton 
The Royal Scot—1913—Folio 31 


Uhe Metropolitan Asylums 
Board vy J J Sparrow 
ime v Same appl of defts 
FROM THE KING'S BENCH 
DIVISION 
Inter itory List.) 
1911. 

Clark vi Fe el Same y Same 
Forst Aldridge In H 
Forster (expte J Jackson Clark, 
in bankruptcy) (s o till after 
action before Parker, J) 

1912. 

The King Justices of the County 
of London and_ ors expte 
Stanley (s o generally) 

Phe King v Justices of the County 


of London and ors (expte. the 
London County Council) ,s 0 
generally) 

1913. 


Stanley and ors v London Opinion 
ld and ors 

Graham v Rustafjaell 

Buckley & Beach v The 
Electric Theatres Id 

Bright v Vidal 

Frank Matcham & Co y 
Palace ld 


National 


Victoria 





Metropolitan Water Board 
Avery (widow) 

Major & Co ld v John Watt & 
Uo k 

FROM THE PROBATI 11 
VORCE, AND ADMIRALTY 
DIVISION (ADMIRALTY 

Judgments Reserved 
Final List.) 

Olympic—1911—Folio 382 = Th 
(om issione for executing t! 
office of Lord High Admiral of | 
the United Kingdom The | 
()wners at thre mile mal YU 
Olymp av Feb 15 

The Haw k« 1911 | WO The | 
Oecant Steam Naviyatior Lo 
ld. Chwin of Steamship Olyi 

p y Commander William 1 } 
Blunt, of H.M. ¢ tiser Haw 


| 


» v Feb 15) 


FROM ‘THE PROBATI DI 
VORCE ANI ADMIRALTY 
DIVISION (ADMIRALTY 

With Nautical Assessors. 
Fina] List.) 
1912. 


The Charits 1912 Falio 51 The 
Owners of the Steamship Charits 
v The Cardiff Railway Co 
1913. 
The Cambric—1912—Folio 358 
The Kast Asiatic Co ld, the 
Owners of the Steamship Ara- 


Burnell vy Ow: 


IN RE THE WORKMEN 8S (COMPENSA 
rion Acts, 1807 AND 1906. 
From County Courts.) 

1912 

lomlinson v Garratts Id 
Jones v Penw Dinas Silica 


Brick Co ld 
of Ship Parana 


L913 
| Kdwa ls Vidow v ‘The Wingham 
Agricultural Liplement Co Id 

Smith v Foste 

Low v Port of London Authority 
Gill v N Fortescue & Sons Id and 

anr 

Suk v Isle of Thanet Rural Dis 


trict Council 
Wilmerson v Lynn and Hamburg 
Steamship Co ld 
Rogers v B Whitehouse & Sons 
Hewitt v Stanley Bros 


McCabe v Henry North & Song ld | 


Snelling v 
Co 


Norton Hill Colliery 
he Tyne 
Whitlock 

Dyhouse v Great Western Ry Co 


lees 


Shipping Co ld v 


Canadian Pacifie Ry Co | Clarkson v Charente Steamship Co 
“* Robert 


ld and ors 


Calico Printers’ Association Id v 
Booth 
N.B.—The above list cont 
Chancery, Palatine, and Kin 


Bench final and interlocutory a 
&e., set down to March 
1913. 


reals, 


20th, 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE—CHANCERY DIVISION. 


EASTER SITTINGS, 1913. 


Notices Retarine vo tHe CHancery Cause List. 


| Mr. Justice Joyer Ex 
Daily Cause List, Actions with 
the Sitt ngs. 


Mr. Justice Swinren Eapy. 


Except when other Business is a 


ept when other Business is advertised in tli 
Witnesses 


will be taken throughout 


| el 


tised in the Daily Cause List, Mr. Justice Swinfen Eady will sit for 


the 


| Mr. Justice Warrincron. 


disposal of His Lordship’s Witness List throughout the Sitting 
Except when other Business is advertised 


| in the Daily Cause List, Mr. Justice Warrington will take his Busin 
; a8 announced in the Easter Sittings Paper. 


Mr. Justice Nevitte 
| Easter Sittings Paper. 
Mr. Jus 
Sittings Paper. 
Liverpool and Manel ter 
Liverpool and Mancheste: 
April. 


Mr. Justice SARGANI 





will take his 


Bus 1liCss, 
Busine 


Business announced in t} 


as 


tice Eve will take his Business as announced in the Easte: 


Mr. Justice Eve will t 


ss on Saturdays, the 12th and 26t 


Except when othe 


Business is advertised ; 


the Daily Cause List, Mr. Justice Sargant will sit for the disposal 
of His Lordship’s Witness List daily (except Saturdays) throughout 
the pittings 

Summonses before the Judge in Chambers. Mr. Justice Warrin rl 
Mr. Justice Neville and Mr. Justice Eve will sit in Court « 


Monday during the Sittings to hear Chamber Summonees. 
Summonses Adjourned into Court and Non-Witness Actions will | 


heard by Mr. Justice Warrington, Mr. Justice Neville and M 
Justice Eve 
Motioi Petition and Short Causes will be taken on the | 


stated in the Easter Sittings Pape 


Norice with Rererence ro qe CHANCERY Witness Lists 


During the Easter Sittings the Judges will sit for the disposal 


Actions, as follows : 


| Witness 


Mr. Justice Joyce will take the Witness List for Joyce and Eve. 
Mr. Justice Swinren Eapy will take the Witness List for Swinren 


Eapy and Nevitxe, JJ. 
Mr. Justice SARGAN1 
umd Sarcant, JJ. 


will take 


dow 
Before Mr Justice Joyce. 
Retained Matters 


| Short Cause. 





Set 


| hv Day April 2 
| Petition 
ln 1 Archibald Arrel & Son ld 
| April 2 
Adjourned Summo 
In re Bennett, dec Weatherill 
v Gutteridge pt hd 
In re W. A. Sewell, d ss il 
| v Baxter 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses) 
| Lyous, Son & Co v Gulliver 
Jackson v, Cording Yo penel 
} ally) 
In ve Fellows, d D Arey 
v Corker (not before April 50J 
In re Burton, dec Burton v 
Burton (s o until liberty to 


restore) 

Gribble Vv Keeble 

In re Wilkinson's Settlement Kay 
v Kay 

Grierson v National 
Bank of England 

Central Sumatra Rubber Estates 
ld v Central Industrial Trust Id 
(not before April 29) 

John Vipond & Co ld v The Blaen- 
avon Co Id 


Provincial 





the Witness List for Warrincron 


Cuancery Causes ror Triat orn HEARING. 


n to March 20th, 1913. 


Elven v Lawson (s 0) 

Gas Economising and Improved 
Light Syndicate v Blanchard 
Lamp Patents Co (s o not befor 
April 30) 

James v Owen 

Lowther v Michaelson (not bef 
April 7) 

Burrage v Ward 

Manchester Electric Theatres Id 
Development Control] Id 
Cee illy) 

Rogers v Hulbert, Crowe & H 
bert 

Davis v Marrable 

Hunloke v Spoonet 

Harling v Jones 
trict Registry) 

lribe v Robjent 

In re The Companies Consolidat 
Act, 1908 and In re Eely 
Assurance Corporation and In 
8S. F. Elkington’s application 

Aisenstein vy Maikop Apsher 
Oil Co 

Pix tor Vv Ingle 

Hacker v Gilson 

Taylor v Oil & Ozokerite Co. 

In re Walter Coleman, di 
Coleman v Coleman 

Neal Vv Gilbert 

Hope Bros ld v Cowan 

Ashton v Mitchell (not 
April 2) 


Liverpool D 


befor 





















Ga 


St 
In 













uv 
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Elliott & Co (Edinburgh) ld v 
Grant - 


Mansell v de Guerin 
Atkinson v Horsel] 


In re W. Bishton, dec Hill v | 


Bishton 

Chandler v Torkington 

Hoperaft v Hopcraft & Norris ld 

In re A. W. Ireland, dec Wood 
v Loynes 

Hales v Gibbons 

Morris v Evans 

Smith v Smith 

Mercantile Bank of London v 
Bonnyman 

Manchester & Liverpool District 
Banking Co v British Union & 
National Insurance Co 

The British Energized Tyre Syndi 
ate v Hill-Wood 

Platt-Higgins v Harrod’s Stores 

Crook v Hilder & Co 

Newfoundland Exploration Syndi 
cate 1d vy Lehwess 


Before Mr Justice SwinrEn Eapy 

Retained Adjourned Summonses. 

Collier v Collier 

In re Burt’s Estate 
Burt 

In re Emma Smith, de: 


Woodhouse 


Stallard v 


Ainley V 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses) 

In re Letters Patent granted to 
Charles zs. Knight, No 12,355 
of 1908 and In re The Patents & 
Designs Act, 1907 (not before 
May 20) 

Morse v The Garnant Anthracite 
Collieries Id 

Garnant Anthracite Collieries ld v 
Morse 

In re Jane Robson, dec James v 
Eaton (s 0) 

Linotype & Machinery ld v The 
Miehle Printing Press & Manu 
facturing Co 

In re J. T. Gray, dec Badger v 
Gray 

Jurrage v Mander 

Shrager v Rubberamalga Id 

Charles Lett & Co v Williams 
Collins Sons & Co 

Miller v Reeve 

Dickens v Bishonden 

Gordon v Wells 
Jowden Brake Co ld v Bowden 
Wire Co ld 

In re Swettenham, de« 
ham v Swettenham 

Shead v Sheed (not before April 
17) 

Roan v Roan 

Inve W G Probyn, dec Probyn 
v Drayton 

Champness v The Aldwych Syndi 


cate ld (not before April 5) 


Swetten 


Bowden Wire ld v Bowden Brake | 


Co ld 

Starbuck v Starbuck 

In re Geo Dudden, de Shou 
bridge v Barsdell 

British Vacuum Cleaner Co 1d v 
James Robertshaw & Sons ld 

In re W Sherlock, dec 3ettes 
worth v Fowler 

In re Perkins, dec 
Glover 

Booth v Williamson 


Perkins v 


Grosslicht y Patent Protection 
Assoc ld 
In re Lowndes’ Settlement 


Lowndes v Herbert 

Lilley v Artistic Novelties Id 

Natural Color Kinematograph Co 
ld v Speer & Rodgers 

Blight v Brown 

In re Newburger W T Dunbar & 
Sons v Newburger 

Could vy Wheeler Ridley & Co 


In re T Salter Salter vy Salter 


In re Woodland 
Woodland 
In re William Varcoe, the younger, 
|} dec Vareoe v Varcoe 
Varcoe vy Varcoe 
Armstrong v_ The 
Finance Corpn 
Carlisle y The Oroya Exploration 
Xo Id 
Hall v Same 
| Union of London & Smith’s Bank 
v Ingamells 
James Keith & Blackman Co Id v 
The Tilley High Pressure Gas 
Syndicate Id 
In re Hopkins, dec Streeter v 
Dyer 
Walters v Hughes 
The Sealomatics (Parent) Syndi- 
cate ld vy Pakeman 
The Amber Size & Chemical Co }|d 
v Menzel 
Etheridge v Heath 
Swindberg v Marchant 
In re George Herries-( roshbie Vv 
Blain 


Montgomerie v 


souverie 


Companies (Winding Up). 
Court Summons. 


Rinking ld fordered on April 23. 
1912, to stand over generally) 


Sefore Mr Justice WARRINGTON. 
Retained Matters 

(‘auses for Trial (with Witnesses). 

Lamb v Lamb (s 0) 

In re N Nicholls, dec 
Best 

Napier v Rudge-Whitworth Id 

Dysart & anr v Hammerton & Co 

Rushton v Higgins 

In re The Trusts of an Indenture, 
dated April 18, 1839 Lord 
Churchill & ors v Bulkeley & 
ors 

In Te John Rocliffe Lee, dex 
Nicholls v Lee (fixed for April 1) 

Bennett v Wells & ors (s o liberty 
to amend) 


Nicholls v 


Further Consideration. 


In re A O Simmonds, dec Kirk 
ham v Rodgers 


Petition, 


Hampton v Holman (s 0 liberty to 
apply to restore) 


Causes for Trial without Witnesses 
and Adjourned Summonses. 

| In re P Collings, a Solr, and In re 
Taxation of Costs (s 0) 

In re Nicholas Kendall, an infant 
(s 0) 

In re Letters Patent, No 18,898 
of 1904 and In re Patents and 
Design Act, 1907 (s o leave to 
amend) 

In re Ernest Edward Street, dec 
Vevers v Holman (s o liberty to 
amend) 

In re Woollett, dec Bate Vv Wool 
lett. (s o until further order) 

In re Henry Smith, dec Tingle v 
Smith (s o generally) 

In re Isaac Robinson Robinson v 
Robinson (s o generally) 

{n re Fryer Richardson, dec 
O’Connor v_ Richardson (s 0 
liberty to apply to restore) 

In re Bowen, dec Heald v Dickin- 
son 

In re S A Croxall, dec White 
head v Jerwood (s o generally) 

In re G W Sayer Sayer v 
Jouqguet 

In re John Conrad im Thurm, dec 
im Thurm v im Thurm 

In re Richard Metcalf, dec & The 

| Settled Tand Acts, 1882 to 1890 
| Metcalf y Wyley 





EQUITY AND LAW. 


LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY , 
18, ZINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON, 


ESTABLISHED 1844. 


DIRECTORS. 
Chairman—Jobn Croft Deverell, Esq. Deputy-Chairman—Richard Stephens Taylor, Esq 


James Austen-Cartmeli, Esq. 
Alexander Dingwall Bateson, Ea:., K.C. 
Edmund Church, Esq. 

Philip G@. Collins, Esq. 

Robert William Dibdin, Esq. 

Sir Kenelm E. Digby, G.C.B., K.C. 
Charles Baker Dimond, Esq. 

Sir Howard W. Elphinstone, Bart. 
Richard L. Harrison, Esq. 

L. W. North Hickley, Esq. 


FUNDS EXCEED 


All classes of Life Assurance Granted. 


W.C. 


{ Archibald Herbert James, Esq. 


William Maples, Esq. 

Allan Ernest Messer, Esq. 

Edward Moberly, Esq. 

The Hon, Mr. Justice Phillimore. 
Charles R. Rivington, Esq. 

Mark Lemon Romer, Esg., K.C. 


H. P. Bowling Trevanion, Esq, 


- = $5,000,000. 


Reversions ani Life Interests Purchased 


Loans on Approved Securities entertained on Favourable Terms, 
W. P. PHELPS, Actuary and Secretary. 





In re G W Mahew, de 
v Clarke 

In' re W H de 
Sanders V Hobson 

In re James Francis Hatfield 
Harter, dec Harter v Harter 

In re Lillian Smith, dee Leman 
v Gates 

In re John S Gilliat, dee and ] 
re Templar’s Settlement Gilliat 
v Gilliatt 

In re Samuel Woodham, d Wil 
kinson Woodham 

In re Chandos Pole Settled E 
tates & The Settled Land Act 
1882 to 1890 

In re W M Prit hett, de: Naldet 
v Pritchett 

In re Florence R P Wyatt, dec 
King v Wyatt , 

In re Mary Ann Elizabeth Vokins, 
de Hedineton v Hal] & anr 

In re H S M R Southey, ck 
Maude yv Pattle 


Rodes, de 


Before Mr Justice Nevinwr. 
Retained by Order. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
Oram vy Warwickshire Miners’ 
Assoc (s 0 gener lly ) 
Clook y Gorbutt 
Upperton vy Dennis 
Ewart v Ewart 
Same v Same 
Davis vy Teetgen 
Hope V Osborne 
In re Crews Crews v Perry 
Brown & Park vy Weinrabe 


Further Considerations. 
Harper v Fowler 
In re E O Gaitskell, de 
Dearden 
In re E J Taylor, dex 


Taylor 


Brown v 


Taylor \ 


Causes for Trial without Witne 
and Adjourned Summonses 
In re Daniell’s Settlement Trust 
Snow v Daniell 
In re Rippon, dee 
Murray 

In re Trade Marks Act, 1905 In 
re Application No 344,220 
Thomas A Smith ld and In re 
the opposition by Austin Reed 
k 


Rippon V 


In re Moore, dec Gill v Hill 

In re Blenkiron, dec Heaven v 
Barrow 

In re Beaumont, de 
Thompson 

In re Dean’s Trusts 
Sadd 

In re Newton's Trusts Newton 1 
William 


Thompson v 


Simpson v 


Allacon | In re Binney’s Trusts 


sinney v 
Bell 7 
In ve Margaret QOvgilvie’s Estate 
In re Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 

1890 

In re E J Taylor, de 
Taylor 

Gordon vy Smith 


Taylor v 


(Winding Up) and 
Chancery Division 


(Winding Up). 

Petitions. 

Gloria Copper Mines (Spain) Id 
(petn ac B Toller ~ordered on 
April 11, 1911 to stand over 
cenerally) 

Ind, Coope & Co Id (petn of C 
Spalding) Same (petn of H G 
Da Costa) Same (petn = of 
Shuters, Chippendales & Colyers 
ld—s o from October 22, 1912, 
to Ist Petition day after June 
30, 1913) 

Samuel Allsopp & Sons Id (petn 
of C H Belsey—s o from March 
4, 1913, to 2nd Petition day in 
June, 1913) 

Camden Brewery Co Id (petn of 
Turner, Byrne & Co) Same 
(petn of S J Garrett & Co 
s o from November 5, 1912, to 
April 8, 1913) 
sreguet Aeroplanes ld (petn of 
Motor Car Coppersmithing & 
Appliances Co Id—s o from 
March 18, 1913, to April 8, 1913) 

Cape Cart Hood Co Id (petn of 
Heymann & Alexander o 
from March 18, 1913, to April 8, 
1913) 

\ Rudeberg & Co ld (petn of 
British Mat Co ld—s o from 
March 18. 1913, to April 8, 1913) 

Standard Financial Assoc ]d (petn 
of G Lagrolet) (not reached on 
March 18, 1913) 

Aldridges ld (petn of J B Tatam) 
Japan Press ld (petn of Anglo 
Japanese Bank ld) Port Argen 
tine Great Central Rys Co 1d 
(petn of W Doherty & Co) (not 
reached on March 18, 1913) 

Port Argentine Great Central Rys 
Co ld (petn of Tilbury Contract- 
ing & Dredging Co Id 

New West African Properties Id 
(petn of H J Dixon) 

Allen Knight & Co Id (petn of TR 
Walker) 

Road Transport Co ld (petn of 
W FE Price) 

Provincial Furnishing Co ld (petn 
of M Walton) 

Hay Hill Estates ld (petn of Lam 
port & Co) 

Foster Engineering Co Id (petn of 


R H Burman) 


Companies 


Compan 
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Goyaz Exploration Syndicate ld; In re W Gillett, dec Parker 
(petn of the Company) Joolley 

In re W J Harris, dec Harri 

Chancery Division Harris 

Petition (to 

Arrangement) 


Doe ham Gloves Id (so for sect 45 


| 
v Goddard (s 0) 


sanction Scheme ol In re J G Goddard, dec Goddard } In re Same 


In re Sir R W H Palmer's Estate | In re Blunt, dec. 


v | Inre Pinkhaim, dec Storey y Tail ; In re M S Cooper, dec Reeder y 
In _re Puckridge’s Settlement Curtis and others (s o until 
v Trusts In ve Harriet Puckridge, further order) 
dee Grantham y Coster In re Kenrick & Jefferson’s Patent 
Grantham v Gran- No 6629 of 1903 (s o for amend 
ment of specification) 
Mills v Grundherr (s 0 liberty to 


| thant 
Bodman v Bod- 


to be complied with) Palmer v Fenwick (s 0) ; man | apply to restore) 
P In re Rainsford’s Trusts Rains- | Cohen vy Cohen Brown v Brown (not before Ap 18) 
Petition (to confirm Reduction of ford v Rainsford (s 0) | Rose v Chesham U D C Mercedes Daimler Motor Co ld y 


Capital). In re H Hawkins, dec Gibb 

Evan Cooks’ Depositories ld & re Hawkins (s 0) 
duced ordered on Feb ll, 1913, 
to stand over generally) ham (s o generally) 


In re Collier, dec Collier v Ten- 


Action for Trial (with Witnesses). nant adjd sumns 
Jone & ors v Pacava Rubber & In re W D Bad: ver, dex Jadg ger V 
Produce ( ld & ors Jadger (s o generally) 
In re C A Pascal, dec Pasea 


Short Cause Pascal 


Jones & ors yv Pa via Rubber & In re Coombs Joslin vi Cor ymbs 


adjd sumns (s o generally) 
In re Cresswell, dec 
Companies (Winding Up) Cresswell (s o generally) 


Produce Co ld & ors 


Motions. In re Mitchell’s Estate Spofforth } 


Stamford, Spalding & foston v Mitchell (s o) 
Banking Co ld (ordered on May 


23, 1912, to stand over genet nell (s o generally) 


ally) In re A B Wootton, dec Wootton 


Camina Nitrate Co ld—ordered or v Hullard (s o generally) 


July 23, 1912, to s o In re Haygarth Wickham y Hay 
Premier Underwriting Assoc Id garth 
ordered on Feb 25, 1913, to| In ve McCartney Latham v M 
stand over gene? ally Call 
General Oilfielda Id In re Schwann Schwann vy Stahl 
mann 
Companies (Winding Up) and! In re Crassweller, dec 
Chancery Division Jacobs 
Court Summonses In re James Bunn, dee Bunn vy 
FEgvptian Estates ld—ordered on Mee 
March 7, 1911, to stand ove In re F H Taylor, dee Houston v 
generally Taylor 
National Provincial Insce Corpr In re J Dowling. dee Dowlin 
ld—ordered on Feb 25. 1913, t Fenw ick 
stand over generally In re M Cogan, dec Fooks vy 


Crystal Palace Co Fox v Crystal Cogan 
Palace & ors—ordered on June | Durham College and another v 
5. 1912, to stand over generally Beaspark ( oal and Coke Co 
National Telephone Co ld—ordered | In re E Gardner, dec Moore 
on December 18, 1912. to stand Buckle 


over In re Victoria Works Benevolent 
Anglo-Spanish Copper Co ld Fund Anderson vy Willans & 
ordered on Jan li 1913. to star l Robinson ld 

over generally In re Robinson's Will Trusts Ro 


John Halpin ld binson vy Downes 
Er glish 2 Scottish American Mort In re Mary Leo 


age Co ld re the Trustee Act , 1893 
Will le oe n & Acton Brick Co 1d | In re Richard Rodle, de Bodle 1 
Law Guarantee Trust & Accident lodle 
Soe ld In re Jacob Swinton, dec Swinton 


Same (same) v Peake 
Premier Underwriting Assoc ld In re H W Hunt. de Hunt v 
ex parte Great Britain Mutual Hunt 


Marine Assoc ld In re J Hibbert " dec. Hibbert v 


Same—ex parte Neptune Stean Hibbert 

ship Insce Asso In re Samuel Jackson, dec Jack- 
Same—ex parte John Cory & Sons son v Rell 

ld In re Hyde, d Bramsdon vy At 
Maison Arthur ld torney-General 
Anglo Par iguavan Co ld In re M ry Emms, de Pr li v 
Pacific Coast Syndicate ld Bentley 


In re Tucker Smythe v Baker- 
Wilbraham 
In re Gordon & Adams’ contract 


Before Mr Justice Ever, 


Retaines es f Trial wit) m 

. i , With es - ) . In re Vend Tr and Purchaser Ae t, 

on Wat for 1874 In re Pritchard, dee In 

— es yon re Settled Land Acts Wardley 
tubber Estat« houten v Cotterell 

ee ber again In_re J B Mead, dee Mead v 
- : Frean 


Townsend vy Ruasell 


In re Hawkir dex Gibb Vv Dyson 

In re Thomas Ps arse, dec Pearse 
v Pearse 

In re Morrison, Jones & Tavlor 
Cooks v the company 

In re Kirby, de« Kirby v Kirby 

Bodman | In te John Paul, dec Stephens v 

Edmunds 


Further Considerations 
In re A B Salmen, dec Salmen v 
Be rnetein 
In re Blackmore’s Settlement 
Follett-Croom v Candy 
In re Minnie Blunt, dec 
v Bodman 


In re R Champion, dec Cham- | In re Derby, dee Derby v Stanley 
In re Samuel Field, dec 
| Holt 

Canses for Trial without Witnesses | Clarke v Dudley. In re Morgan, 
ynd Adjourned Summonses. de« 


Holt v 


pion vy Champion 


Castle y Morgan 


v | Osram Lamp Works ld v Gabriel 


Weiss v Mayor, &c, of Birming 


Lineham \ 


In re Openshaw Geldard y Pur- 


kington, dee and in | 


Johii Marston Id (s o not be fore 
trial of another action by same 
plaintiff) 

Barnes v Goldfinch (stayed for 
security) 


Lamp Co 
The Official Receiver and Liqui- | 
dator of the Birkbeck Perma- 
} nent Benefit Building Society (in 
liquidation) v Dolby Neame y The Siberian Syndicate ld 
| In re Central Silkstone Collieries Naunton and others vy Whitehouse 
| ld. Anderson v The Company (s o) 
—— | Goodhind v Bexon (s o until 
| Before Mi Ses tice SARGANT. further order) 
Retained by Order Mansell vy The Tirdonkin Collieries 
Motions. ld 
| In ve Jenkins, an infant (for Ap 3) In the matter of Letters Patent 
Portal y Dundas (for April 4) granted to Valdemar Poulsen, 
West Bromwich Corpn v Bayley | No. 8961 of 1899, and in the 
| (for April 4) | matter of the Patents and De 
signs Act, 1907 (not before 
Petition. April 14) 
In re Foucar & Co ld and reduced | In the matter of Letters Patent 
| s o liberty to apply) No. 26671 of 1906, granted to 
| George Albert Smith, and in the 
| Adjourned Summonses, matter of the Patents and 
Tn re Pearce, dee Alliance Assur Designs Act, 1907 
ance Co ld y Francis (s o W A Sanders v Geo S Ferdinando 
| gener illy) | Geo S Ferdinando v W A 
In re William Malkin, dec Malkin Sanders (s o generally) 
v Malkin | Eckstein v Eckstein 
ar re Woking Urban District | In re Brock, dee Brock v Pro 
| Council (Basingstoke Canal Act, 
| 1911) and in re Woking Urban 
District Council (Basingstoke 
| (‘anal Act, 1911) and in re The 
Arbitration Act, 1889 
In re Fraser, dec Ind v Fraser 
| In re The Neuchatel Asphalte Co | 
|} kd and in re The Trade Marks | 
Acts, 1905 


verbs and another 
Westgate v Browne 
Gabb v Richards and others 
Esberger & Son Id vy The Capital 
and Counties Bank, ld 
Attorney-General v Baker 
Friedberger v Vicars & Poirson Id 
Hughes v Evans 
Lloyd and others v Deeley 
Hiller v Wright 
In re Ric hard M Toulson, dec 
Toulson vy Toulson 
Kourath and others v_ Sidney 





Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). | 
Eastwood v Ashton (for April 1) 

Columbia Government v Colum- 
bian Emerald Co Id (s o) Straker & Squire ld 
a * William Roberts, dec Bagley Corbett and others v The Mercan 

Burton and others (s 0 Trinity tile Bank of India Id 
5 ittings) In re Atkinson Bros ld Wright ¥ 
Pengelly Mannell v Higgins The Company 
Mendelssohn v Traies & Son (s o | Hydroil ld v Joseph Crosfield & 
pending settlement) Sons ld 


E 


KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
EASTER SITTINGS, 1913. 
Crown Paper. 

For Argument. 


England The King v Kensington Income Tax Commrs 
County of London The King v Islington Borough Council 
Same The King v Spe ial Commissioners of Income Tax 
Staveley Coal & Iron Co ld v Midland Ry Co 

Yorkshire, W R The King v Commrs of Inland Revenue 





Met Pol Dist Kershaw vy Smith & Co 

Same Plowright v Burrell 

Middlesex Lloyd v Ross 

Met Pol Dist London County Council y Corporation of the Hall of 
Arts and Sciences 

Huddersfield Davies v Morton 

W H Smith & Son v Elliman, Sons & Co 

London Associated Newspapers ld and ors v Mayor, &c, of City of 
London 

Surrey The King v Justices of Surrey 

Liverpool Caldwell v Leech magistrates case 

Lancashire Leeds and Liverpool Canal Co y Wigan Union 

Alexander v Wedd and anr 

Met Pol Dist The King v de Grey 

Boulton v Hunt 

Bradford Armitage id v Nicholson 

Devonshire Leworthy v Rees 

Gloucestershire Butchers Hide Skin and Wool Co ld v Seacame 

Surrey Houghton & Fear Bros v Willsher 

Hertfordshire The King v Letchworth Parish Council 





In the matter of a solicitor v expte the Law Sox 
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| 

Middlesex South Western Suburban Water Co v Hardy 

Same Same v Same 

County of Southampton The King v Andover R D C 

Glamorganshire Roach v Finucane and anr ; 

Bristol The King v Recorder for the City and County of Bristol 

Same The King v Same 

London The King v Sir David Burnett 

Chichester Knott v Stride and anr 

Yorkshire, ER Latham v Spillers & Bakers Id 

London Worshipful Co of Plumbers v London County Council _ 

Glamorganshire The King v Sir T M Williams, stip mag, & Williams, 
Esq, and anr, Jj & Rees 

Durham The King v Sunderland Customs & Excise Commrs 

Surrey. The King v Brixton Income Tax Commrs and anr 

Same The King v Brixton Income Tax Commrs 

County of London and County of Middlesex The King v Master of 
the Crown Office 

In the matter of a solicitor expte the Law Soc 

Met Pol Dist Lecture League ld v London County Council 

Same London County Council v Welford’s Surrey Dairies ld 

Tamworth Van Tromp v Richardson 

May v Mills special 

Hull Monkman v Stickney 

Westrope & Co v Dreyfus & Co 

In the matter of a solicitor expte the Law Soc 

Same Same same March 12 

London Price v Webb 

Duncan v Pryce 

Daubney v Angel 

Met Pol Dist The King v Hopkins, Esq 


Civi Paper. 
For Argument. 


Northumberland County Council and the Mayor, &c, of Newcastle- 
upon-Tyne v the Mayor, &c, of Tynemouth 

London United Tramways Id v London County Council 

Taylor v Bock and anr 

Staffordshire, Uttoxeter Warner v Hind and anr 

H Autran ld v Fratelli Foti fu Gaetano 

Municipal Mutual Insce ld v British Crown Assce Corpn ld 

Lancashire, Manchester Currie v Rudge Whitworth ld 

Glamorganshire, Pontypridd Edwards v Hale 

Suffolk, Ipswich Brook v Newstead 

Bedfordshire, Bedford Bell v Girdlestone 

Denbighshire, Denbigh and Ruthin Jones and anr v Rogers 

Walton v Woolwich Equitable Building Soc 

Lancashire, Liverpool Cross v Hewitt and anr 

Hampshire, Southampton International Correspondence 
Diaper. 

London Frigorifico Argentino Co v Guscott & Son 

Yorkshire, Whitby Brodrick v Ward 

Miller & Co v Almagam ld 

Blaxhill v Royal Express Motor Co 

Agerup, Petereon & Co v Coventry, Sheppard & Co 

Surrey, Camberwell Hallett & Quick v Hughes Hughes v Glover & 
Hallett 

London Thompson v H & W Nelson 

Surrey, Southwark Sillito v Howell 

Middlesex, Shoreditch Harris v Whiteman & Hallett 

Northamptonshire, Thrapston Ison & Son v Parnell 

Kent. Maidstone Pattullo v Mole. 

Middlesex, Westminster Dean v London County Council 

Northumberland, Newcastle In the Matter of the Collingwood Steam 
Fishing Co ld 

Suffolk, Ipswich Howe v Botwood 

Carmarthenshire, Llanelly Evans v Gwendraeth Anthracite Colliery ld 

Hampshire, Portsmouth Middlebrooke v Locksheath Nurseries ld 

Middlesex. Clerkenwell House Property Co of London v Whiteman 

Jondon Fairbridge. Arderne & Lawton v Peters & Bolton 

Yorkshire, Goole Manvere and anr v Hill 

London Longman v Zalinoff 

Same Same v Same Same 

Lancashire, Liverpool Provident Clothing and Supply Co Id v Nichol- 
son and ors ; 

Middlesex, Marylebone Porter v Great Central Ry Co 

Worcesterehire, Dudley Plant v Collins (Deeley, Annlicant) 

Lancashire, Haslingden and Accrincton McKenna v Roberts 

Bedfordshire, Leighton Buzzard Whinnett v R White & Sone ld 

London Standard Private Finance Co of Ireland ld v Pitman 

Middlesex. Westminster Mewhburn, Ellis and anr v Peters and ore 

Cheshire, Cheeter Roberts v Watkinson & Sons 

Kent, Folkestone Shincler v Shingler 

Lancaehire. Salford British Westinghouse Electric Co v Electric 
Palaces Co 

Gilford v Capon 

Winebloom v Notting Hill Engineering Co 

Yorkshire, Otley Wadsworth & Son v Whitley 

Durham, Stockton-on-Tees Cowling v Saltmer 

Danckwerts y French & Plucknett 


Sx he ols Vv 


Mansfield v Mansfield & Sons ld 

Same v Same 

Middlesex, Westminster Leon v Bell 

Glamorganshire, Neath James v G W Ry Co 

Scott v Burton 

Surrey, Godalming Gridley and anr v Hill-Cathrine and anr 
London Morgan v Gray 

Lancashire, Manchester Parkyn and anr v Dunbar 
Warwickshire, Birmingham Eaves v Kelsey 

London Remington Typewriter Co v Avon India Rubber Co 
Herron & Co v Graham & Co 

Surrey, Kingston Nightingale and ors v Parsons 

Kent, Rochester Ryall v Kidwell & Son 

Middlesex, Westminster London & Westminster Loan, &c, Co v Forster 
Staffordshire, Wolverhampton Lee v Yorke and ors 
Gloucestershire, Bristol Hiatt v Day and anr 

London Western Electric Co v G E Ry Co 

Gloucestershire, Tewkesbury Day v Brookes and anr 

Surrey, Wandsworth Bowley & Son v Austin & Whitley ld 
Same Gerhold v Attwater (F Attwater, Clmt) 

Hampshire, Christchurch and Bournemouth Forrest and anr v Clark 
Gloucestershire, Stroud Walkley v Beavis 

Middlesex, Bloomsbury Broomfield v J Pullar & Sons 

Mayor, &c, Sheffield and ors v Mayor, &c, Nottingham 

Surrey, Wandsworth Long and ors v Sabine and anr 
Middlesex, Westminster Colé v Harper 

Monmouthshire. Newport Hughes v Roberts 

Durham, Gateshead Hopper v Ferguson 

Anglo-American Cattle Products Co v Grove Chemical Co ld 
Middlesex, Bloomsbury Parker v London Central Motor, &c, Co 


Specrat Paper. 


London United Tramways v London County Council 

Same v Same 

Heymann v Dreyfus and anr 

Callaway v the King 

Welsbach Gas Co v Ehrich & Graetz 

Hendon Paper Works v Perry, Bury & Co 

The Gordon Steamship Co ld v Moxey, Savon & Co ld 
Codling v Mowlem 

R F Sanderson & Co v M S Pedersen 

R Cort & Son ld v the Fine Arts and General Insce Co ld 


MoTION FOR JUDGMENT. 
Quadruplex ld v International Agency ld 
REVENUE PAPER. 
English Information. 


Attorney-Gen of the Prince of Wales v Hornby and ors 


Cases Stated. 


Sali Kraft and James A Fowler (Surveyor of Taxes) 

John Hamer Brook and Commre of Inland Revenue 

Allan Bros & Co, U K ld and H T Bustard (Surveyor of Taxes) 
William Henry Churton and Commrs of Inland Revenue 

Albertine Drummond and J W Collins (Surveyor of Taxes) 

Claude Leatham and Commrs of Inland Revenue 

General Hydraulic Power Co ld and J P Hancock (Surveyor of Taxes) 


Petition under Finance Act, 1894, S. 10. 


Henry Sydney Seymour & Sidney A Cheale and the Commrs of Inland 
Revenue ‘ 
Petition under the Licensing (Consolidation) Act, 1910. 
Archibald Arrol & Sone ld and the Commrs of Inland Revenue (re 
Licensed Premises, ‘‘ The Blue Bell,’’ Shield-street, Newcastle-upon 
Tyne) 





Nicholson & Sons ld and Commrs of Inland Revenue (re Licensed 
Premises, ‘‘ The Heart in Hand Beerhouse,’ Bridge-street, Maiden- 
head) 


Land Values—Appeals from Decision of Referee. 


The Commrs of Inland Revenue and Thomas Charles Hewitt 





The Commrs of Inland Revenue and Mrs E J Buchanan and ors 
The Commrs of Inland Revenue and R H Clay and ors 


| The Governors of the Stepney and Bow Educational Foundation and 


the Commrs of Inland Revenue 


The Commrs of Inland Revenue and Mrs Margaret Whidborne 

! Marquis Camden and the Commrs of Inland Revenue 

The Commrs of Inland Revenue and E B Merriman and Rev J O 
Stephens 


Petitions under Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, S. 44 (2). 


' County Hotel & Wine Co ld (re ‘‘The County Hotel,’ Court-equare, 


Carlisle) 








414 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


April 5, 1913. 





- -————s 





The Lancashire & Yorkshire Ry Co (re The Exchange Station Hotel 
Refreshment Rooms, Liverpool) 

Holborn & Frascati ld (re The Frascati Restaurant, 32, Oxford-street, 
W) 

Same (re The Holborn Restaurant, 218, High Holborn, WC) 

Truman, Hanbury, Buxton & Co ld and anr (re “ The Unicorn,” 
Commercial-street, E, and six other houses) 

Watney, Combe, Reid & Co ld (re “‘ The Clarence,”’ 
Fulham, and two other houses) 

John Geo Mickle and the Cannon Brewery Co ld (re ‘‘ Red Lion,”’ 
Edgware-road) 

Charrington & Co ld (re White 
London, and eight other honses) 

Eleanor Strange (re ‘‘ The Swan,’’ 4, The 
W.) 

Charrington & Co ld (re ‘‘ The 
Green, and four other houses) 

A & S Gatti ld (re ‘‘ The Adelaide Gallery,’’ Strand, W.C.) 

Charrington & Co ld (re The Crown Public House, 201, Coldharbour- 
lane) 

A E Griffiths and the Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The Albany,”’ 
Portland-street, W.) 

J H Flude and the Cannon Brewery Co (re 
S.W.) 

J W = Steele and the Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘“‘ The Ben Jonson,”’ 
Harrow-road, W.) 

H Wheeler, the Cannon Brewery Co and anr (re “ The Britannia,” 
Hackney) 

E H Westley and the Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘ The Castle,’’ Old 
Kent-road, S.E.) 

A Dewing and the Cannon 
Paddington, W.) 

G H Cole and the Cannon Brewe ry Co (re 
S.E.) 

H S Homewood and The Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The College Park 
Hotel,’’ Hammersmith) 
A E Gutteridge and The 

Cricklewood) 


North End-road, 
Hart,’’ 231, Lower Clapton-road, 
Broadway, Hammersmith, 
Nag’s Wood 


Head,’’ H igh street, 


Great 


The Atlantic,’’ Brixton, 


Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The Chippenham,’ 


‘The Colleen,’’ Bermondsey, 


Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The Crown,” 


H J Pounds and The Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The Dorset Arme,”’ 
Lambeth, S.E.) 
M A Dunn Godfrey and The Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘ Duke of 


Acton Green, W) 

F T White and The Cannon Brewery Co (re 
Bethnal Green, E) 

W A Lyne and The Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘“‘ The Junction Hotel,”’ 
Willeeden Junction, N.W.) 

C Revill and The Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘“‘ The Lord Nelson,”’ 386, 
Old Kent-road, S.E.) 

F E Leat and The Cannon 
Farringdon-road, E.C.) 

F E Butler and The Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘The Nag’s Head,”’ 
Ha kney road, N.E.) 

W Badcoe and The Cannon 
Harrow-road, W.) 

C A Peach and The Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The Old Bell,” 
road, Kilburn, W.) 

F P Langford and 
Harrow-road, W.) 

C Cook and The Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘ 
Fulham, 8.W.) 

A Collinson and The Cannon Brewery Co (re “The Queen’s Hotel,” 
Upton Park, Essex) 

A E Smith and The Cannon Brewery Co (re 
minster, S.W.) 

R Will and The Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘“‘ The Shaftesbury,”’ Hornsey 
Rise, N.) . 

W_ Darnell and The Cannon Brewery Co (re 
Restaurant,’’ The sroadway, Westminster) 
A L Lawrence and The Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The Three Brewers,” 
Fasex-road, N.) , : 
E R Auckland and The Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The Thurlow Arms.” 
Norwood-road, S.E.) 

R C Kynaston and The Cannon Brewery Co (re “ 
Tottenham, N.) , 

* Gene aa Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The Union Tavern,” 

T J Pinn and The Canno ery  * oo ” 
FB nw ee Baty _—_ Brewery Co (re ‘The Victoria Hotel, 


Sussex,”’ 


‘The Earl of Aberdeen,’ 


srewery Co (re ‘‘The Metropolitan,”’ 
srewery Co (re ‘“‘The Neeld Arms,”’ 
High- 
The Cannon 


Brewery Co (re ‘‘The Plough,”’ 


The Prince of Wales,”’ 


“The Red Lion,’’ West- 


“The St James 


The Railway Tavern, 


A RS Wilmot and The Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘‘ The Wetherly Arms,”’ 
King’s-road, Chelsea) ‘ ar 
J E Hunt and The 

Edgware-road, W.) 


James Bacon (re ‘‘ The Coach and Horses,” Edgware-road, W.) 


Cannon Brewery Co (re ‘“‘The Wheateheaf.”’ 





R W Whitehead (re ‘‘ The Coach and Horees,’’ Walthamstow, Essex) 

W G Dickineon (re ‘‘ The Cock Tavern,’’ Kilburn, W.) 

D C Whitehead (re ‘‘ The Crown and Anchor,’’ St Pancras, N.W.) 

C Tavener (re ‘“‘ The Falcon,”’ Battersea, 8.W.) 

G Whitehead (re ‘‘ The Imperial,”’ Billiter-square, E.C.) 

G Whitehead (re ‘‘ The North London Hotel,’’ Kilburn, W.) 

D C Whitehead (re ‘‘ The Plough,’”’ Walthamstow, Essex) 

K Gurney (re ‘‘ The Queen,” Stockwell, S.W.) ‘ 

G Whitehead (re ‘‘ The White Hart,’’ Bishopsgate-street Without, E.C.) 

E M Barker and ors (re ‘‘ Seven Stars,” High-street, Whitechapel, E.) 

T R Dipple (re ‘‘ The Flora,’’ Harrow-road, W.) 

Henry Jennings and The Cannon Brewery Co ld (re “ The Princess 
Head,”’ 1, York-road, Battersea) 

William Alfred Brown and The Cannon Brewery Co ld (re “The 
Finsbury Park Tavern,’’ Seven Sisters-road, Middlesex) 

James Cooper and the Cannon Brewery Co ld (re ‘The Princess 
Alice,’’ Forest Gate) 

William Prance and The Cannon Brewery Co ld (re ‘‘ The Enkel Arms,” 
Seven Sisters-road) 

George Hy Ellis and The Cannon Brewery Co ld (re ‘‘ The Bakers,” 
Lea Bridge-road, Leyton) 

Edw Walter Greenwood and The Cannon Brewery Co ld (re “The 
Red Lion,’’ High-road, Leytonstone) 

Geo Fredk Matthews and The Cannon Brewery Co ld (re the “ Rising 
Sun,’’ Euston-road, N.W.) 

John S Bateman and The Cannon Brewery Co ld (re “ The Spring 
field,’’ Bounds Green-road, Wood Green) 

Frederick May and The Cannon Brewery Co ld (re “‘ The Cock Hotel,” 
Sutton, Surrey) 

Henry W Paskins and The Cannon Brewery Co ld (re ‘‘ The Notting 
ham Castle,’’ Wandeworth-road, S.W.) 

Annie M Weinrabe and the Cannon Brewery Co ld (re ‘ Ye Olde White 
Horee,’’ Brixton, S.W.) 

William P Chapman and The Cannon Brewery Co ld (re “‘ The Black 
Horse,’’ Catford) 

Rhondda Valley Breweries Co ld (re “‘ Victoria Hotel,’ Ferndale, 
Glam., and four other houses) 


Motions. 
Motions for attachment &c, 18 


APPEALS AND MOTIONS IN BANKRUPTCY 


Appeals from County Courts to be heard by a Divisional Court sitting 
in Bankruptcy, pending 19th March, 1913. 


In re A Debtor (No 10 of 1912) expte The Debtor v The Petitioning 
Creditors and The Official Receiver 

In re A Debtor (No. 1 of 1913) expte The Debtor v The Petitioning 
Creditors and the Official Receiver 

In re A Debtor (No. 1 of 1913) expte The Debtor v The Petitioning 
Creditor and The Official Receiver 

In re A Debtor (No 4 of 1913) expte The Debtor v The Judgment 
Creditor 

In re Arthur Stanley Pine and Albert John Player (trading as Pine 
& Player) (No 35 of 1909) expte Arthur Stanley Pine v The Official 
Receiver, the Trustee 


MOTIONS IN BANKRUPTCY FOR HEARING BEFORE THE 
JUDGE, PENDING 19TH MARCH, 1913. 


In re Judah Barnett expte P R Hackett, the Trustee v Mrs. Annie 
Barnett 

In re Same expte Same v Woolf Barnett 

In ze George Darlington Simpson expte John Simpson v A J. Davis, 
the Trustee 

In re Herbert Edward Ramsey expte H Wilson, the Trustee v 
H B Worrell and Mrs Eva Catherine Ramsey 

In re Alexander Cecil Goff expte Pretsia Plantations ld v 
Walters, the Trustee 

In re Frederick Spink expte P H Slater, the Trustee 

In re Same expte Same 

In re L B Dicks (wife of Leopold Dicks, trading apart from the said 
Leopold Dicks under the etyle of The West End Manufacturing and 
Warehouse Co) expte The Trustee v Samuel Follick 

In re R Blitz expte The Society for the Prevention of Dieease of the 
H.R. v The Official Receiver and A Charlesworth, the Trustee 

In re F C Bonnyman expte A H Partridge, the Trustee v Kingsford, 
Dorman & Co 


H P 


MOTIONS IN BANKRUPTCY FOR HEARING BEFORE MR. 
JUSTICE BUCKNILL, PENDING 19rx MARCH, 1913. 


In re C H Welle (assigned) onate The Official Receiver, the Trustee 

v Jeannette Burns alias Josephine Binet alias Jeannette Binet alias 
Jeannette Pairis alias Jeannette de Ville (married woman), The 
French Government, The Commr of Police and M Desbleumortiers 
(Judicial Administrator) 


In re Same (assigned) expte The Official Receiver, the Trustee ¥ 








The Excelsior Yachting & Trading Club ld 
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Essex) ff High Court ot Justice——King’s Bench Division. 


EASTER SITTINGS, 1913. 


The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 
- Apr'l 14 —Messrs. Gro. Heap & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Leaseholds and Frecholds 
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Premises, &c. (see advertisement, page ii, this week). 

April 14.— Messrs. Hotcomes, Berra & Wasr, at the Mart, at 2: Shops and Housos 

and Freehold Grouad Rants (see advertisement, paze it’, this waak). 
Result of Sale. 
Reversions, &c. 

Mesars. H. E. Foster & Onanrietp heli their usual Fortnightly Periodical Sale 
of these interests, at the Mart, Tokenhonse-yard. E.C., on Thursday last, whea the 
following Lota were sold, at the prices mentioned :— 

ABSOLUTE REVERSION to Leasehold Premises, also a POLICY 


OF ASSURANCE f.r £200 =n oat i” ont one ... Bold £100 
REVERSIOVARY INTERESTS in Shares of Funds.. oe oe » #150 
REVERSION to Two-fifth of Fund eo ose eve oui seo » 150 








Winding-up Notices. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrep rw Omanorer. 


London Gazette,—FRIDAY, Mar. 28. 


CoNGO DEVELOPMENT SYND‘CATF, LTp.—Creditors are required, on or before May 6, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims to 
Alfr<d Green, 52, New Broad st, liqui iatur. 

EDWIN HARRIS & Co, LTD.—vcreditorsare required, on or before April 12, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alfred Page, 
28, King st. J. Bransbury, 3, Pancras In, solor fur the liqu dator. 

ERNEST Bros., LTD.—Creditors are req :ired, on or before April 11, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to kbenezer Henry 
Hawkins, 4, Char erhouse sq, liq sidator. 

FOSTER ENGINEERING Co, Ltp.—Petn fur winding-up, presented Mar 14, directed to be 
heard April 8. Field & Co, 36, Lincoln's Inn fields, ageuts for Alfr d I. Sherwin, 83, 
Colmore row, Birmingham, solor for petu.r. Notice of appearing must reach Field 
& Uo, n t tater than s.x o’c ock in the afternoon of Aprit 7. 

Hay Hitt Esta'ks, LTpD.—Petn for winding-up, present d Mar 13, directed to be 
heard April 8. W. M. arnold & Vo, 5, Salters’ Hali ct, Cannon st, solors fur the petnrs, 
Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than six o'clock in the after- 
noon of April 7. 

J. ¥. Lucky GILLespre Co, Ltp —Creditors are required, on or before May 4, to send 
their names and addresses and the parti ulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur 
Henry Kandal:, 24, St, Swithin’s In. Evelyn Jones & Co, Norfolk House, 7, Laurence 
Pountney hill, sol ‘rs for the liquidator. 

JOHN PRING & SON, Lrp.(IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on or 
before April 11, to send their names and addresses, an the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Benjamin Cookson, 6, Castie st, Liverpool, liquidator 

NEW WEST AFRICAN PROPERTIES, LTD.—Petn for winding-up, presented Mar 11, 
directed to be heard April 8. Ashurst & Co, 17, Throgmorton av, solors for the 
petnr. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than six o'clock 
in the aftern on of April 7 

PROVINCIAL FURNISHING Co, Ltp.—Petn for winding-up, presented Mar 13, directed to 
be heard April 8. Walton & Hurd, 55, Fore st, so.ors furthe petnr. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above named not later than six o'clock in ths afternoon of 
April 7 

3. BRILL & Co, Ltp’—Petn for winding up, presented Mar 27, directed to be heard 
April 8 Rawle & Co, 1, Bedford row, solors for the petnrs. Notice of appearing 
mu-t reach the above-named not ater than six o'clock in the afternoun of April 7 

TWANTZE (BURMAH) OIL SYNDICATE. LTD.—Creditors are reyuired, on or befvre May 
€, to send their names and addresses, ard the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Alfred Green, 5%, New Broad st, liquidator, 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
wondon Gazette—TUESDAY, April 1. 


ARTHUR TURNER &Co, Lip. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, 
on or before April 15, to send their ames and addr: sses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Arthur Turner, ’c.o. Mcssra, Smith & Co, 26, Shaftesbury av, 
liquidator 

LANGLAAGTE PROPRIETARY CO, Ltp.—Shareholders or holders of share warrants are 
to send in their names and addresses, together with nu. bers of share warrants or 
share certificates to George James Vince:.t Kmsell, 120, Bishopsgate. Ciarke & Co, 
Gresham House, Old Broad st, solors for tne above liquidator. 

SALTER MINING Co, LtD.——Creditors are required, on or before May 20, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Walter 
Casson, Townnead, Egremont. Brockbank & Co, Whitehaven, solors to the 
liquidator. 

SILVER WINGS STKAMSHIP Co, LTp (IN VoLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are 
required, on or before ay 31, to send their names and aduresses, and the particulars 
of their debts, to Norman Hallett, 21, Great St. Helens. Lloyd & Pratt, Cardiff 
solors for the liquidator. 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette—FRIDAY, Mar. 28. 


New West AFRICAN PROPERTIES, LTD. 

WESTERN BAKERIES, LTD. 

LARKIN, LTD. 

CREVRENI-BR&G MINING Co., LTD. (Reconstruction). 
Lima LUMBER MILLS, LTD. 

PARENT TYRE Co, LTD. 

CuBO RUBBER TRADING Co, LTD. 

J. F. LucEY GILLEsPIE Co., Lrv. 

RUBERCO MANUFACTURING Co., LTD. 

SuMMER LANE BuICKWORKS, BARNSLEY, LTD. 
SILVER WINGS STEAMSHIP LO., LTD. 

J. A. CONNELLY & Co., LTD. 

ANGLO BULGARIAN DEVELOPMENT SYNDICATE, LTD. 
CONGO DEVELOPMENT SYNDICATE, LTD. 

TWANTZE (BURMAH) UIL SYNDICATE, LTD. 


London Gazette.—TURSDAY, April 1. 


J. StRarton & Co, Lrp. 

H. FRANKLIN & Co, L1D, 

PANAMA RUBBER 4ND TIMBER ESTATES, LTD. 
ARGONITE NON-FLAMMABLE CELLULOID Co, LTD, 
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NoRWIcH CABINET MAKING Co, LTD. | LLoyD, ANNA SHATFORD, St Ives, Hunts May 1 Wallis, Hereford 
BRADFORD SoUTH WARD CONSTITUTIONAL CLUB Co, LTD. MAGNussoN, ErrtKkR, Cambridge April 30 Gray, Chancery In 


ATKINSON Bros, LTp. 


CARLISLE THEATRE Co, Lrp. MELHUISH, MINNIE ELIZABETH, Liverpool April 30 Simpson, Liverpool 
BUSREH TRADING Co, LTD. | MERRISON, HENRY, Rectory Rd, Stoke Newington April 26 Dunkerton & Son, Bed. 
NORTON MANUFACTURING Co, LTD. | ford row 
J. M. Ronerts & Co, Ltp | MorGAN, LAURA ANN, Chnrch rd, Brixton May 6 Kingsbury & Turner, Brixton rd 
— é 5 ru Lp. + Co, Lt | Net son, WILLIAM, Necton, Norfolk, Farmer April 25 Girling & Co, East Dereham 
bn te ty ey Fone Oe) Bam PERRIN, HENRY GEORGE, Shardeloes rd, New Cross April29 Avery & Wolverson, New 
H. Sexton & Sons, LD. Cross 
L. Mistovskt @ Co, Lrp. (Reconstruction). PRESTON, JOSEPH PENN, Liverpool, Corn Merchant April 30 Ha inay & Horton, Liver 
VICTORIA PROPRIFTARY (1903) LTD. pool 
CANADIAN POWER TRAMWAYS CONSTRUCTION SYNDICATE. | RAMSAY, HARRIET, Bromley, Kent May 26 Tyrer & Co, Liv rpol 

a, en Irthlingborough, Northampton April 30 Sharman & Co, Welling. 

nn ee ——_——_—— | or ug 





SEVILLE, JouN, Waterhead, nr Oldham April 30 Smith, Oldham 
SMITH, WILLIAM GEORGE, Nicholas st, Lewisham High rd, Publisher's Manager May 12 


Creditors’ N otices. Whittington & Co, Bishopsgate 


| SNOWDON, ROBERT, Hartlepool April 22 Harrison & Son, Hartlepool 
STANWAY, RICHARD, Hatfield Broad Oak, Essex May]? King & Co, Cannon at 


Under Estates in Chancery. THOMPSON, CECELIA ANNIE CHANDLER, Selsey On Sea May 1 Burton & Son, Bank 
chmbrs, Blackfriars rd 
Last Day ov Ccarm, THOMPSON, FRANK, South Normanton April 26 Christian, Alfreton 


THREADGALE, CHARLES ALBAN, Cheltenham May 26 Tyrer & Co, Liverpool 
litt, EMMA, Lancaster April 25 Bartley & Co, Liverpool 
Norwin, Cacaczs Faepentce, Manningtree, Es3xx Aoril 24 Thavkray v Norman | TINKER, ANNE, Alderley Edge, Chester May 9 Brett & Co, Manchester 
and Othors, Joyce,J Withers, Arundel sc, Strand ‘TOPHAM, MARGARET, Denbigh rd. Ealing April 30 Okell, Ross, Hereford 
TRUDE, JANE, Malyons rd, Lewisham May 24 Snow, Exeter 
WooDBRIDGE, HENRY WILLIAM, Uxbridge May 8 Woodbridge & Sons, Uxbridge 
WORTHINGTON, BERNERS WHITESIDE, Seaford, Sussex May 14 Budd & Co, Austin 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. Friars 


YATMAN. WILLIAM Hamiiton, Westcliff, Bournemouh April 30 Druces & Attlee, 


London Gazette.—Faivar, March 28, 





Last Dar or Cram. Billiter sq 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Mar. 28. London Gazette.—TuESDAY, April 1. 
ADAM, CHARLES FOX FREDERICK, Wilton cres, Belgrave sq May 8 Farrer & (Co, ALDER, SYDNEY, Anson rd, Tufnell Par« April 30 Nicholl & Co, Howard st, Strand 
Lincoins inn fleids BADDELEY, JoHN, Higher Broughton, nr Manchester, Merchant April 29 Hockin & Co, 
Manchester 


ARTHUR, WILLIAM RICHARD CouLSON, Helston, Cornwall, Boot Dealer May 14 Tyacke 
& Son, Helston 


BAIRD, JAMES, Hensingham ne Whitehaven April 28 Brown & Co, Whitehaven 


BARRETT, ANNIE, Daventry April 28 WF & W Willoughby, Daventry 
BATES, ARCHIBALD, Swansea, Ironmonger April 29 Puntan, Swansea 
Bices, BENJAMIN, Leyton, Essex, Merchant May 15 Langhams, Bartlett's bidgs, 


BANKS, THOMAS, Bootle, Liverpool May 8 Smith, Liverpool Holborn circus 
BAYLE%, SARAH LIGHTW.NG, Ferndale rd, Clapham April 30 Grundy & Co, Queen BLAGBROUGH, SARAH ELIZABETH, Bradshaw May 3 Farrar, Halifax 
Victoria st Bort, ELIZABETH JANE, High rd, Kilburn May6 Pearce & Nicholls, C’ement's inn, 
. , . Strand 
Boous, Grores, Berwick upo reed A 5 C&R xdde 3 ic y - . eT 
} a t upon Tweed pril 1 J & R Weddell, Berwick upon BRUNT, JOHN, Woodborough, Notts, Farmer May 7 Clifton & Co, Nottingham 
BRADBURY, JAMES KINDER, Altrincham May 12 Cobbett & Co, Manchester BrATT, JosErH, Longton, Beer Retailer May 7 Adderley, Stoke on Trent 


BREED, EMMA JAN8, Abbots Langley, Hertford May 1 Broad & Riggall, Watford CLUTTON, RALPH, Vicarage gate May5 Pontifex & Co, St Andrew st, Holborn circus 
BRIDGEMAN, GRESWOLDE DUDLEY ORLANDO, Canterbury April 30 Baileys & Co COHEN. NATHANIEL LEwIs, West Hoathly, East Grinstead, Sussex May 20 Tamplin 
Berners st . ° & Co, Fenchurch st 


‘OLLINS, C LIS J uiske il 2 i Son, Newqua 
DE BROE, CONRAD, Pinners Hall, Austin Friars, Stockbroker May3 Kearsey & Co, Conazme, CanceseGauns, Eee’ Apt Cilia d Se nd 


Cannon st CooKE. THOMAS, Ashton under Lyne, Surgeon April 9 Pownall & Co, Ashton under 
> = ot . Lyne 
CAMPBELL, ROBERT BLAIR, Merton Lodge, Ealing May 5 Minchin & Co, Laurence | cox CassanpRA ELIZA, Balcombe st May 12 Gery & Brooks, Old Cavendish st 


Pountney In 
CocKSHUT, JOHN, JP, Glenmore, Willesden April 25 Ward & Co, Gracechurch st DALE, WILLIAM, sen, Fenton, Staffs May 7 2 Stoke on poses 
Seessem Besean ’ ‘ rat » 
COLESWORTHY, SARAH Bruce, Bristol April29 Gwynn & Co, Bristol ane ON, ELIZAETH JANE, Kendal May 13 a son & Chorley, aa . 
CoNN OLLY, JAMES, Caledonian rd, Rubber Tyre Manufacturer May 15 Wetherfle'd & FARQUARSON, JESSIE, Sennen, Cornwall April 30 J P & TSt M Milton, Penzance 
Co, Gresham bidga, Guildhall FUTCHER, ALBERT WALTER, Bournemouth, Jobmaster April 30 Rawlins & Rawlins 
Bournem uth 
HIARDSTAFF, SARAH ANN, West Bridgford May1 Wells & Hind, Nottingham 
| Hart, Henry, Beulsh hill, Upper Norwood May9 Burton & Co, Surrey st, Victoria 
| Embankment 
- Hopson, SOPHIA, St Leonards on Sea April 30 Hortin, Edgware rd 
Conny, Saee West Didsbury, Manchester April 28 Thistlethwaite & Brownswood, HoyL®, ABRAHAM, Ainsdale, Lancs May 10 Mawsdley & Hadfield, Southport 
. Man nestor JELLY, GEORGE THOMAS, Plumstead April 3) Sampson, Woolwich 
Cenems, the Rev EpwarkpD THoMAs, Vicarage, Cam, near Dursley, Glos May 9 | KEANE, JOHANNA, Burgess Hill April 20 Teebay & Lynch, Liverpool 
NY C Coan, Coenen LyNN, James, Lidget Green, Bradford, Painter April 30 Dunn, Hustlergate 
HARRIS, WILLIAM, Penyzrag,Glams April 19 Millward, Pentre Bradfurd 
JONES, WILLIAM BRITTAIN, St Leonird's on 82a April 30 Knocker & Co, Sevenoaks LYNN, SARAH, Manningham, Bradford Apri! 30 Dunn, Hustlergate, Bradford 
Murpre, Ropert JAMES, Heiferlaw Bank, nr Alnwick, Farmer May 5 Douglas, 


PRANELIE, CHARLES, Uxbridge May 1 Stileman & Neate, Southampton st, Bloome- 
ury aq 


FRENCH, SARAH HELEN, Leicester April 25 Bennett & Ironside, Leicester 
GRAY, GARRED, Ipswich April 26 Kersey, Ipswich 





KEYWORTH, SARAH ANNE EMMA, Great Crosby Lancs April 21 Gill & Co, Liverpool Alnwick 
LEECH, PETER, Whitehaven April28 Brown & Co, Whitehaven NASH, AUGUsTUS, Holland Park av, Barrister at Law May1 Benson & Co, Bristol 
a, ~~ p CATHERINE ELIZAB&TH, Clilton, Bristol May 1 Meade-King & Co, | Nrxey, WILLIAM GEORGE, Piccadilly May 5 Pontifex & Co, St Andrew st, Holborn 
risto: ‘ 
circus 





THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


aa, MOORGATE STEHREET, LONDON, F.C. 
ESTABLISHED in i890. 
LICENSES INSURANCE. 
SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICHNSING MATTERS. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the’ Corporation. 
Suitable Ciauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Couasel, ‘will be sent of 


application. 
POOLING INSURANCE. 
The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURGLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &o., under 
a perfected Profit-sharing system. 


APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. 








at man Be. 1. eee 6. GO [6 
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Broad Street av 


Bankruptcy Notices. | 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Mar. 28. | 
RECEIVING ORDERS, 


ALLENBY, DAVID MORLEY, Tetney, Lincs, Tailor Great 
Grimsby Pet Mar26 Ord Mar 26 

BursTON, WILLIAM, Shelley, nr Huddersfield, Builder | 
nuddersfield Pet Mar2é Ord Mar 26 

(CHAPMAN, THOMAS, Scarborough, Butcher f&carborough | 
Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 } 

CLARKE, FRANCIS HILLs, Stechford, Birmingham Bir. | 
mingham Yet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 

Dal&, JUHN SPENCE, Alvion rd, Stoke Newington, Copper- | 
smita High Court Pet Mar26 Ord Mar v6 | 

Datz, HENRY ERNEST, Station rd, Kensal Rise, Baker | 
High Court Pet Mar 26 urd Mar 26 

BLLIs, CHARLES, Worksop, Plumber Sheffield Pet Mar | 
26 Ord Mar 26 

FLETCHER, THOMAS, Church Broughton, Derby, Grocer 
Burton on Trent Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 | 

GERRISH, SAMUEL QUARMAN, Bleadon, Somerset, Grocer | 
Bridgwater Pet Marz5 Ord Mar v5 

HALL, JOHN;HARBOTTLE, Montpellier, Bristol, Commercial 
Clerk Bristol Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 

HupsoN, CHARLES, Leeds, Mill Operative 
Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 

JACKSON, MARY CLARY, Kingston upon Hull Kingston | 
upon Hull Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 

LgEK, THOMAS FoXxTON, Littlethorpe, Ripon, Yorks, Brick 
and Tile ufacturer Northallerton Pet Mar 5 
Ord Mar 20 

MANNING, WILLIAM HENRY, Summerfield av, Kilburn, 
Omaibus Proprietor High Court Pet Mar 8 Ord 


Dewsbury 


Mar 26 

MorRIs, 8 & Co, Chiswick, Wall Paper Merchants Brent- 
f Pet Marlz Ord Mar 26 

SamovitcH, Lewis, Essex st, Bethnal Green, Cabinet 
Maker High Court Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 

STANIFORTH, ALBERT HENRY, Abergavenny, Mon, Fish 
Merchant Tredegar Pet Mar24 Ord Mar 26 

UpJoHN, JAMES FRANCIS, Horn In, Acton, Jeweller Brent- 
ford Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 

WakD, CHARLES DvUGLAS REGINALD, Panton st, Hay- 
market High Court Pet Feb22 Ord Mar 2 

WHINNEY, H F, Bolton Bolton Pet Feb 14 Ord Mar 26 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ALISON, CHARLES WALTER, Leadenhall st, Insurance 
Broker April 7 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
ALLANSON, GEORGE ROBERT, Thirsk,Saddler April 5 at 
es Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, Middles- 
roug 

ALLEN, FREDERICK RICHARD, Bridport pl, Hoxton, 
Licensed Victualler April 7 at 11.30 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 

ASHTON, ToM, Oldham, Ironmonger 
Off Rec, Greaves st, Oldham 

BaLDocK, WILLIAM, Faversham, Kent, Furniture Dealer 
April 5 at 10.30 684, Castle st, Canterbury 

Brosik, H L, Wynnstay gdns, Kensington April 7 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

BRADLEY, WALTER FREDERICK, Great Tower st April 7 
atl Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

BROWN, FRED, bradford, Jeweller April 5 at 10.30 Off 
Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

BROWNE, ALBERT CHARLES, Netherfield, No‘ts, Grocer | 
April 8 at 11 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Notting- 





April 8 at 11.30 


ham 
CARROLL, THOMAS GEORGE, Liverpool April 7 at 12 Off | 
Rec, Union Marine bldgs. 11, Dale st, Liverpool | 
CARWITHEN, DANIEL, Peverell, Plymouth, Builder April 8 | 
at 3.30 7, Buckland ter, Plymouth \ 


————— 

RaNKIN, HENRY, Liverpool April 28 Bartley & Co, Liverpool 
READ, SAMUEL SABINE, Lewisham, Congregational Minister May 31 Read, Lewisham 
§ISLING, MARIANNE, Norwich May 20 Forster, Newcastle upon Tyne 

gnaw, HENRY WILLIAM, Sale, Chester May 10 Stott & Pogmore, Manchester 

guaw, SAMUEL ROBERT, Addlestone Junel Hobbs & Brutton, Portsmouth 

SHERWOOD, EDWARD, Liverpool May 9 Cleaver & Co, Liverpol 
growER, ANNIE GERTRUDE, Girdlers rd, Kensington May 1 


SWEET-Escorr, Rey W 


Marcus & Francis, 








CHAMBERLAIN, GEORGE WILLIAM, MidWesbrough, Business 
Agent April 9 at 12 Uff Rec, Court chmwbrs, Albert 
4 Middlesbrough 

CHAPMAN, THOMAS, Scarborough, Butcher April 9 at 4 
Off Rec, 48, Westborough, scarborough 

CHILDE, JOSEPH BRAITAWAITE, Bradford, Accountant 
April 7at 12 Otf Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

COATES, WILLIAM HENRY, Richmond, Yorks, Innkeeper 
April 9 at 11.30 ,Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, 
Middlesbrough 

DALE, JOHN SPENCE, Albion rd, Stoke Newington Copper- 
smith April.lv at1l Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

DATzZ, HENRY ERNEST Station rd, Kensal Rise, Baker 
Aprii 10 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

ELLWOOD, AGNES ELIZABETH, Beccles, Suffolk April7 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

EVANS, TREVOR LEWIS, Penygraig, Glam, Ironmonger 
April 8 at 11.15 Off Rec, st Catherine’s chmbrs, St 
Catherine st, Pontypridd 

FULLERTON, JAMES, Chiswick, Commercial ‘Traveller 
April Sat lz O.f Rec, 14, Bedford row 

GLADSTON&, WILLIAM CHARLES, Rivington st, Shoreditch, 
Warehouseman April 8 at 11 Baukruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

Gray, !HOMAS HOTHAM, and JOHN WILLIAM GRAY, 
Tinsley, nr Sheffield, Builders April ¥ at 11.30 Law 
Society, Hoole’s chmbrs, Bank st, Sheffield 

HUDSON, CHARLES, Leeds, Mill Uperative April 5 at 11 
Uif Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, Dewsbury 

IRELAND, JOHN ‘HOMsS, Wawne, Yorks, Farmer April 9 
ac 12 Ot Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Lowgate, 
Hull 

KIRKHAM, GEORGE WILLIAM CHAMBERS, jun, Queen 
Victoria st April9at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

LINES, HARRY EpWwarpD, High rd, Willesden, Draper 
April 9 at 12 Baukruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

MACDONALD, WILLIAM AXTHUR, High st, Notting Hill 
Gate, Confectioner April8 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

MACDONELL, Capt HuGH, Cornwall gdns, Kensington 
April 2 at 11.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

MANNING, WILLIAM HENRY, Summerfield av, Kilburn, 
Omnibus Proprietor April9at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

PATEY, MARTHA, Cleeve, Oxford April 7 at 12 1, St. 
Aldate’s, Oxford 

PEASGOOD, GEORGE KNIGHT, Well st, Hackney, Fruiterer 
April 9 at 11.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

SAMOVITCH, LEWIS, Essex st, Bethnal Green, Cabinet 
Maker April9ati Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

STOW, FREDERICK JOHN, Arthur st, New Oxford +t, Actor 
April 9 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

TEMPEST, GEORGE, Bradford, Farmer April 5 at 11 Off 
Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

THOMAS, EvITH GERTRUDE, Neath April 5ati1l1 Off Rec 
Government bidgs, St Mary st, Swansea 

THOMAS JOHN, Cwmygio, Cross Hands, Carmarthen, Buil- 
der April 8 at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmar- 
then 

THOMAS, WILLIAM ALFRED, Hereford Apri) 5 at 3.30 
County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 

THORPE, EDWARD CLARKSON, Manningham, Bradford, 
Journeyman Letterpress Printer Aprii 5 at 11.30 Ott 
Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

TURNER, SAMUEL, Leicester, Boot Factor April 5 at 11 
Ott Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

WARD, CHARLES DOUGLAS REGINALD, Panton st, Hay- 
market Aprill0at1l Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


ALISON, CHARLES WALTER, Leadenhall st, Insurance 
Broker High Court Pet Mar 3 Ord Mar 26 

ALLENBY, DAVID MORLEY, Great Grimsby, Tailor Great 
Grimsby Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 





The ADDITIONAL CURATES 


and other industrial towns; 


eatest. 





HOME MISSIONS 


(Central Finance). 


for the slums and the poorer suburbs of large cities, and for the mining 
in doing so it acts as a CENTRAL 
AGENCY for conveying help to those parts of the country where pressure is 
The Society’s work is of very real importance at the present moment. 
t enables Churchpeople in any given part to send help to those needy places 
which are beyond the border of the Diocese in which they live, and therefore 
cannot be helped by their contribution to its Diocesan Finance. 
the A.C.S. has given great help in the past to the growing populations in Barrow, 
Grimsby and Middlesbrough, to the colliery regions of South Wales, and to the 
populous poor districts of South London and “ I.ondon over the Border.” 


A.C.S. Office : 14, GREAT SMITH STREET, LONDON, 8.W. 


SOCIETY 


provides assistant Clergy 


In this way, 




















SUFFOLK, ALFRED Conte, Leicester April2i Talbot, Leicester 
s - 


& H H Sweet-Escott, Cardiff 


TATTERSON, JANE, Bownes8 on Windermere May 10 Bowlass, Windermere 

TAYLER, CHRISTIANA, Halton rd, Canonbury May 1 Burkitt, London Wall 

THOMPSON, JAMES, Bolton Woods, Bradford, Grocer May1 Firth & Fiith, Bradford 

WILLIAMS, ROBERT, Withington, Manchester, Embosser April] 30 Preston, Manchester 

WILLIAMS, WILLIAM, Splott Farm, Cardiff, Farmer April 15 Morgan, Cardiff 

WINN, Rt Hon CHARLES MARK ALLANSON, Aghadoe, County Kerry May 19 Meredith 
& Co, New sq, Lincoln’s Inn 


ANDREWS, GkoRGE, Saxmundham, Suffolk, Farnier 
Ipswich Pet Feb 21 Ord Mar 26 

BURSTON, WILLIAM, Shelley, nr Huddersfield, Builder 
Huddersfield Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 

CHAPMAN, THOMAS, Scarborough, Butcher Scarborough 
Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 

CLARKE, FRANCIS HILLS, Stechford, Birmingham Bir- 
mingham Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 

DALE, JOHN SPENCE, Albion rd, Stoke Newington, Copper- 
smith High Court Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 

DATZ, HENRY ERNEST, Station rd, Kensal Rise, Baker 
Hign Court Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 

ELLIS, CHARLES, Worksop, Plumber Sheffield Pet Mar 
26 Ord Mar 26 

FLETCHER, THOMAS, Church Broughton, Derby, Grocer 
Burton on irent Pet Mar26 Ord Mar 26 

GERRISH, SAMUEL QUARMAN, Bleadun, Somerset, Grocer 
Bridgwater Pet Mar25 Ord Mar x5 

HALL, JOHN HARBOTTLE, Montpellier, Bristol, Commercial 
Clerk Bristol Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 

HENDERSON, DAVID WILLIAM, JOHN THOMAS STONES, and 
ERNEST OWERS, Blythe rd, kensington, Coachbuilders 
High Court Pet Feb 5 Ord Mar 20 

HvubsoN, CHARLES, Morley, Yorks, Mill Operative Dews- 
bury Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 

JACKSON, Mary CLARY, Kingston upon Hull Kingston 
upon Hall Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 

STANIFORTH, ALBERT HENRY, Abergavenny, Mon, Fish 
Merchant Tredegar Pet Mar26 Ord Mar 26 

WALLACK, CLAUDE, Duver st High Court Pet Feb 7 
urd Mar 20 

WHITWORTH, JOHN WOLSEY, Davies st, Berkeley sq, 
Antique Dealer High Court Pet Feb12 Ord Mar 20 

YEA1S, KKNEST EDWAKD, Brewer st, Regent st, Wjne 
Merchant High Court Pet Jani16 Ord Mar 20 


— 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, April 1. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


BAGNALL, W G, Tidworth, Andover Salisbury Pet Mar 8 
Ord Mar 27 

BALDWIN, WILLIAM REUBEN HAMLIN, Portsmouth, Fruit 
Merchant Portsmouth Pet Mar18 Ord Mar 72 

BLUNDELL, WILLIAM BOND, Hutton, nr Preston, Farmer 
Preston Pet Mar10 Ord Mar 28 

CARTWRIGHT, ALFKED HARRY, Dover, Chemist Canter- 
bury Pet Mar 28 Ord Mar 28 

CARWARDINE, ARTHUR JAMES, Grangetown, Cardiff, 
Railway Servant Cardiff Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 

CASSIDY, JOHN JOSEPH, and STUART SHIRLEY DIX, Hanley, 
Staffs, Auctioueers Haniey Pet Feb 17 Ord Mar 2% 

Cocks, WALTER Ross, Hastings, Builder Hastings Pet 
Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 

DAVIDSON, ARCHIBALD, Guernsey, Channel Islands, Army 
Officer Portsmuuth Pet Feb11 Ord Mar 26 

DENLY, ERNEST ALFRED, Cirencester, Horse 
swindon Pet Mar 28 Ord Mar 28 

DUNN, ALFRED SHADRACK, Whitepurish, Wilts, Farmer 
Salisbury Pet Marz9 Ora Mar v9 

Fay, MATTHIAS, Harpurhey, Manchester 
Pet Mar10 Ord Mar 27 

GEIGER, FRANK, Chertsey, Surrey Kingston, Surrey Pet 
Mar6 Ord Mar 27 

GoLp, Morris, Pediey st, Brick In, Motor Cab Proprietor 
High Court Pet Feb28 Ord Mar 28 

HAVARD, GEORGE STEPHEN, St John st, Clerkenwell, Van 
Builuer High vourt Pet Mar 29 Ord Mar 29 

HAWORTH, ROBERT, Pendleton, Salford, Fent Dealer Man- 
chester Pet Mar 13 Ord Mar 27 

HENNESSY, PHILIP, Kue de la Pepiniére, Paris High Court 
Pet Keb24 Ord Mar 28 

Hieain, WILLIAM WHIP, Sedgefield, Durham, Farmer 
Stockton on Tees Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 

Hupson, ARTHUR, Jamaica md, Bermondsey, Builder High 
Court Pet Mar8 Ord Mar 28 

HuGHES, NEHEMIAH, Barry, Buot Dealer Cardiff Pet 
Mar 28 Ord Mar 28 

Hvua@ukEs, WILLIAM, Leamington Spa, Warwickshire, D a- 
per Warwick Pet Mar28 Ord Mar 28 

JONES, STANLEY, St James mans, St James rd, Holloway, 
Surveyor HighCourt Pet Mar 29 Ord Mar 29 

JONES, WILLIAM EvWIN, Daimore rd, West Dulwich, Tele- 
graphist High Court Pet Mar 27 Ord Mar 27 

Knorr, KICHARD, Rochford, nr Tenbury, Worcester, 
Farmer Kidderminster Pet Mar 27 Ord Mar 27 

LEIGH, ERNEST EDWARD, City rd High Court Pet Feb 
26 Ord Mar 26 

McComs, WILLIAM Henry, Wallasey, Chester, Book- 
keeper Birkenhead Pet Mar 12 Ord Mar 28 

Packwoop, Henry THoMaS, Claines, Worcester, Farmer 
Worcester Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 

PITCHER, KPHRAIM, Welford, Northampton, Wheelwright 
Leicester Pet Mar 27 Ord Mar 27 

SWANSTON, CHARLES BERTRAM, The New Oxford and 
Cambridge Club, Pall Mall High Cuurt Pet Mar 27 
Ord Mar 27 

THoMAs, EvaN, Ogmore Vale, Giam, Colliery Overman 
Cardiff Pet Mar 10 Ord Mar 28 

TopLiss, TOM, Binbrook, Lincs, Miller Great Grimsby 
Pet Mar 14 Ord Mar 27 

WELFORD, DAN, Castleton, Yorks, Butcher Stockton cn 
Tees Pet Mar 27 Ord Mar 27 

WEsT, WALTER, Henlow, Beds, Wheelwright 
Pet Mar29 Ord Mar 29 


Dealer 


Manchester 


Bedford 


ee 


"y 
f) 
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LAW FIRE 


INSURANCE SOCIETY LIMITED, 
No. 14, Chancery Lane, London, W.C. 


BON DS —The Directors desire to specially draw the attention of the Legal Profession to the fact that the Fidelity 





Fire. 
Domestic Servants. 


CHARLES PLUMPTRE JOHNEON, Esq.. J.P., 
ROMER WILLIAMS, Esq., 
GEORGE FRANCIS BERNEY, Esq. (Corsellis & Berney), Lincoln’s Inn Fields, 
— & Dickinson), Stonehouse, Plymouth. 
(Frere, Cholmeley & Co,), Lincoln's Inn Fields 
EDMUND FRANCIS. BLAKE CHURCH, Esq. (Church, Adams & Prior), Bedford Row. 


H. a BEWES, E 
L. CHOLMEL EY, B 


F. E. E. FAREBROTHER, Esq. (Fladgate & Co.), Crai 
HENRY LEFEVRE FARRER, Esq. (Farrer & Co.), Liv 
E. 8 FREELAND, Eagq. (Nicholson, Patterson & 
Westminster. 

C, W. GRAHAM, Esq. (Lawrence, Graham & Co.), 
W. A. T. HALLOWES, Esq. 

EDWIN HART, (Budd, Brodie, & Hart), Bedford 
FRANCIS REGINALD JAMES, Esq. 
HARRY W. LEE, Esq. (Lee, Bolton & 
DILLON R. L. LOW 
FREDERICK STUART MORGAN, Esq. ( 


nn James & 


This Society, 


business on the most favourable terms. 


Forms and full information may be had at the Society’s Office, 


Freeland), Queen Anne’s 


Lincoln's Inn. 
(Hallowes & Carter), Bedford Row. 


Lee), The Sanctuary, Westminster, 
(Lowe & Co,), mae Gardens. 
& Morgan), Somerset Street. 


SECRETARY—H. T. OWEN LEGGATT. 
consequent on its close connection with, and exceptional ex 
APPLICATIONS FOR AGENCIES PROM SOLICITORS, TO WHOM IT IS ABLE 
it enjoys the highest reputation for prompt and ay settlement of claims. 
Society is confined to the United Kingdom, and the security 





Burglary. Fidelity Guarantee. 
Property Owners’ Indemnity. 
DIRECTORS— 





D.L, 


Westminster. 
WILLIAM NOCTON, 
RONALD PEAKE, F 
g's Court, Charing Cross. 
coln’s Inn Fields. 

Gate,| J. E. W. RIDER 
GEORGE L. 8TEWA 


Bon), Hereford. 








The business of the 


offered o the Policy Holders is unsurpassed by any of the leading Insurance Companies 


Third Party. 


Chairman (formerly of Johnson, Raymond-Barker & Co., Lincoln's Inn). 
wp J.P. Vice- Chairman (Williams & James), Norfolk House, Thames Embankm 
Sir RICHARD NICHOLSON (Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland), Queen Anne's Gate, 


Esq., 
(Peake, Bird, Collins & a 
JOHN DOUGLAS PE L, Fsq. (Morrell, fon & Peel), Oxford. 
THOMAS RAWLE., Esq. (Rawle, Johnstone & Co.), Bedford Row. 
ae Heaton & Co.), ~~ Ina. 
T, Eeq. (Lee & Pembertons), Li 
The Right Hon. LORD STRATHEDEN AND CAMPBELL, Bruton 
J. PERCEVAL TATHAM, Esq, (Tatham & Procter 
oaks Row, R, W. TWEEDIE, Esq. (A. F. & 
E. CARLETON HOLMES, Esq.( formerlyuf E. Carleton Holmes, Fell& Wade), Bedford Row. 


Guarantee Bonds of this Society are accepted by His Majesty’s Government and in the High Court of Justice. 
Personal Accident and Disease. 


Workmen's Compensation, including 
Plate Glass. 


ent. 


D.L., J.P. (Nocton & Sons), Great , — sre Street. 
ford Row 


incoln’s Inn Fields. 


Street, 
), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 


& BR. W. Tweedie), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 


W. MELMOTH WALTERS, Esq. (Walters & Co.), Lincoln’s Inn. 

Sir HENRY ARTHUR WHITE, C.V.O. (A. & H. White), Great Marlborough Street 
E. H, WHITEHEAD, Esq. (Burch, Whitehead & Davidsons), Spring Gardens. 

E. TREVOR LL, WILLIAMS, Esq., J.P., Clock House, Byfleet, Surrey. 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY—ARTHUR E. C. i 


erience of the requirements of, 
O OFFER SPECIAL FACILITIES ter the transaction 


INVITES 
— Insurance 
Prospectuses and Proposal 


Legal Profession 
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FIRE RISK.—TuHE PRINCIPAL INSURANC 
COMPANIES WILL NOW ARRANGE TO PAY | 
THEIR CLIENTS THE FULL AMOUNT OF | 
ToTAtL Loss INCURRED BY FIRE, AS SHOWN 
BY OUR VALUATIONS. 


z | 


OF ART 
AND OTHER 
PROTECTION TO 


COLLECTIONS, 
VALUABLES, 
OWNERS, ARE 


INVENTORIES 
FURNITURE, 
SECURING 


PREPARED IN ALL PARTS OF THE KINGDOM. | 


IGHT, FRANK 
20, HANOVEr 


& 
SQUARE, 


RUTLEY 
Ww. 


K* 


Treatment of INEBRIETY. 
DALRYMPLE HOUSE, 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 


For Gentlemen under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply to 
¥.5 . D. HOGG, M.RB.C.S,, &c., 
Medical ‘Superintendent. 
Televhone: P.O. 16, RICKMANSWORTH. 


INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LBIONSTER, 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIBS, 


Medical Attendant: ROBERT SEVESTRE, M.A. 
M.D. (Camb). Principal: HM#NRY M, RILEY, Assoc, Soc 
Study of Inebriety. Thirty years’ Experience. Exceilent 
Legai and Medica: References. For terms and particuiars 
apply Mies RILEY, or the Principal. 

TELEGRAPHIC ADDRESS : “MEDICAL, LEICESTER.” 


BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT. 
Buntingford, Nerts. 
Licensed under the Inebriates Acts, 1879-099, 

For Gentlemen suffering from Alcohol and Drug Inebriety; 
also for Gentiemen convaiescing after illuess, Ina most 
healthy part of the country ; 18 acres of grounds; about 
360 feet above sea-levei, Quarter mile trom Statiun, G. &. BR. 
Two Resident Physicians. No Infectious or Consumptive 
Cases takeu. Inebriety Patieuts are admitved voluntarily 
only, either privately or uoder the lnebriates Acts. Terms 
from 2) gus. Telephone: P.O, 38, Buutingford., Teie- 

grapmec Address: “ RESIDENT, BUNTINGFORD,” 











Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908 


BY Tita? AUTHORITY. 


Every requisite under the Above Act supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use 


SHARE CERTIFICATES, ya te engraved and 
printed. OFFICIAL SEALS i 


Solicitors’ fm coe + Hea 


'RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c. 
2, SERJEANTS’ INN, FLEEV SIREET, 
LONDON, E.C. 


Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


BRAND'S 
ESSENCE 


BEEF, 


ALSO oF 


CHICKEN, MUTTON, and VEAL 


FOR 


INVALIDS. 


Price Lists of Iavalid Preparations free oa 


application to 
BRAMNDTYD ec OO. I.7D. 


Mayfair Works, Vauxhall, 5,W. 











AUCTION SALES. 


ESSRS. FIELD & SONS’ AUCTIONS 

take place MONTHLY, at tne MART, and include 

every description of Property. Printed terms can be had 
on application at their Oitices. Messrs. Field & Sons 
undertake Surveys of all kinds, and give special attention 
to Rating and Compensation Claims, Oifices, 54, Borough 
High-street, 5.K., and 6. Waterioo-piace, Pall Mall, 5.W. 








GTIMSON & SONS, Auctioneers and 
Surveyors, 
8, Moorgate-st., Bank, E.C., and 12, New Kent-road, 5.B 
(near the Elephant and Castle). 
AUCTION DATES FOR 1913:— 
April 10, 17, 24 Sept. 26 
May 1, 8, 15, 22, 29 Oct. 2, 9, 16, 23, 30 
June 6, 12, 19, 26 Nov. 6, 13, 20, 27 
July 3, = 17, 24 Dae. 4, 11 


August 14 | 

STIMSON & SONS also undertake SALES and Lettings 
by PRIVATE TREATY, Valuations for Probate and all 
purposes, Surveys, Negotiations of Mort; and Part 
ps, Chancery Receiverships, —, Railway 
Compensation and other Claims, of Furniture, 

Collection ot Rents, Assessment A vB 4 

te Liste 


a or by 
post for two stamps. The Sale List is um 
in London for effecting Sales privately 7 as 
No charge for insertion. Tele; London W: 

and 3114 City. Telegrams: “ Servabo,” pps 


EATHERALL & GREEN, 
Surveyors, Valuers, Auctioneers, and Land Agents, 
22, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
(Telephone, 655 Holborn), 
Will hold SALES by AUOTION, at the Mart, 
1913, 





October 21 
November 18 
Devember 16 


ot LANDED and HOUSE PROPERTIES, Ground Rente, 
Soceneiens, Oe. &ec. vy te ay & Green 2 oa 
advise 


and Treacy, and 
aeetPENATION, Ba RATING 2 and LICEéNSiNG CAsB3. 
VALUATIONS for ali purposes, Provisional Valaations 
checked. 


Vf ESsks. HERRING, SON, & DAW, 
AUCTIONEERS, ESTATE AGENTS, VALUEBS, 
Sanitary and Mortgage Surveyors, 
12, OLD JEWRY CHAMBERS, E.C., 
and 312, BRIXTON HILL, 8.W. 


(Essablished 1773.) 
Telephone Nosr.—"5334 Bank,” “130 Streathsm. 
Telegrams —“ Qidest, London.” 











